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Abstract 
 
A third runway expansion is being considered at Hong Kong International Airport 
(HKIA). While some public consultation has taken place, no studies have focused on 
Tung Chung, the community closest to HKIA. The goal of this study was to explore 
whether socioeconomic factors of Tung Chung residents affected their perceptions of 
impacts associated with HKIA and its proposed expansion. We administered a survey to 
200 residents of Tung Chung to measure their perceptions of health, environmental, and 
social impacts from the airport and their opinions about the possible expansion and its 
effects. Many survey respondents support the third runway despite expectations of 
negative impacts on air and noise pollution and their personal health. 
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Executive Summary 
 
According to the Airport Authority of Hong Kong, Hong Kong International Airport 
(HKIA) is approaching its maximum capacity. In 2011 the Airport Authority 
recommended that a third runway be constructed to meet its current and future demand. 
HKIA’s Master Plan for 2030 includes detailed projections of economic benefits that an 
additional runway would bring to both the airport and Hong Kong. In addition, 
preliminary studies have been conducted to predict the potential air and noise pollution 
that might be created by an increase in air traffic. Organizations including the Airport 
Authority of Hong Kong and the Worldwide Fund Hong Kong have cited the need for 
additional assessment of social and environmental impacts that may arise as a result of 
the third runway expansion. In a 2007 study, consultant Andrew Buroni suggested that 
people from different socioeconomic groups residing in communities surrounding 
airports often times have varying susceptibilities to airport exposure. This possibility had 
not been explored in Tung Chung, a community adjacent to HKIA with residents likely to 
be impacted by the airport.  
 
Project Goal and Objectives 
The goal of this project was to explore whether socioeconomic factors of Tung Chung 
residents affected their perception of impacts associated with Hong Kong International 
Airport and its proposed expansion. In order to complete this goal, we completed the 
following three objectives:  
 
1. Conduct a preliminary assessment of perceptions of HKIA and its proposed 
expansion among residents of Tung Chung. We conducted interviews with seven 
residents with varying socioeconomic backgrounds: an environmentalist, a District 
Councilor, and a business owner who all lived in private housing as well as an airport 
worker and three individuals all residing in public housing. We asked about common 
community perceptions about the airport and its proposed expansion in Tung Chung. 
The interview results were used to formulate questions for a survey of Tung Chung 
residents. 
 
2. Survey residents’ perceptions of health, environmental, and social impacts of 
the airport and their opinions about the possible expansion and its effects. We 
created closed ended survey questions that asked respondents to rate levels of impact 
and support for the airport on categorical Likert scales. Demographic questions were 
used to characterize socioeconomic factors of respondents. We distributed 
questionnaires in public spaces including walkways, playgrounds, and dog parks of 
housing complexes in Tung Chung. We collected 200 surveys in February 2012. With 
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the total population of Tung Chung at 33,000 (Census and Statistics Dept., 2006), the 
sampling error of this study is 7 percent (Raosoft Inc, 2004). 
 
3. Evaluate differences between the perceptions of impacts attributed to airport 
operations from residents of different socioeconomic groups in Tung Chung. We 
compiled descriptive statistics and utilized cross tabulation tables and chi-square tests 
to differentiate views among groups of people with different socioeconomic factors.  
 
Findings 
Awareness, perceptions, and views differed among respondents in Tung Chung.  
Eighty-six percent of our survey respondents were aware of the third runway expansion. 
Of the 200 respondents, 46 percent supported the third runway expansion at HKIA, yet 
their support was not as strong as a broader sample of Hong Kong residents. A majority 
of respondents (76 percent) had not participated in any public consultation activity and 83 
percent felt either neutral or dissatisfied with the government’s assessment of the cost 
and benefits of the project. We found statistically significant differences in opinions 
between groups of people with different socioeconomic factors. Respondents living in 
private housing tended to have stronger positive and negative opinions of the airport and 
its proposed expansion. Although our findings cannot represent all the views and 
opinions of those living in Tung Chung, the results of our survey were consistent with the 
views and opinions residents expressed during interviews.  
 
Respondents had optimistic views about the airport expansion despite their belief that 
negative impacts may become worse in their community. 
Our survey results showed that the airport mainly had a somewhat positive or negative 
impact rather than a strong positive or negative impact on Tung Chung respondents’ 
daily lives. Survey respondents believed that air pollution, noise, and health issues caused 
by the airport were currently a problem in Tung Chung. Also, they suspected that the 
third runway expansion would increase air pollution, noise, the cost of housing and 
services, and adversely affect individual health in Tung Chung. Even though a majority 
of respondents believed the expansion would have several negative impacts on their 
community, they had a positive outlook on changes in job availability and access to 
public transportation. With that said, 46 percent of our respondents supported the third 
runway expansion for the economic benefits and services that it was expected to bring to 
both Tung Chung and Hong Kong as a whole. Figure ES-1 shows the average views of 
survey respondents with regards to the positive or negative impacts. 
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Figure ES-1: Respondents overall views of impacts after a potential 3rd runway 
expansion. 
 
Recommendations 
Investigate additional methods to involve all stakeholders of Hong Kong International 
Airport in future expansion projects. 
We found that some respondents were not aware of the proposed expansion and most had 
not participated in any activity of the public consultation. The lack of involvement in 
activities for the Master Plan 2030 may have influenced the neutral view towards the 
Government’s assessment of the third runway expansion. This implies that the 
Government has been using ineffective methods to communicate and educate the airport 
impacts to the residents in Tung Chung. Further research on the views of residents may 
explain the reason for their lack of awareness and could assist the government in making 
decisions or adjustments in their future plans. We suggest that the government explore 
new venues to communicate and receive input from the residents, especially those in 
public housing, when proposing additional infrastructure projects.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Over the past 30 years global air travel has increased by an average of approximately 5 
percent annually (MIT, 2012). With a continued growth rate of approximately 4 percent 
to 5 percent annually over the next ten to fifteen years, air travel is expected to double. 
Globally, many airports are approaching maximum capacity due to an ever-increasing 
number of commercial and cargo flights (Law et al., 2007). Recent improvements in 
technology allow airports to cope with a high volume of air traffic using existing 
infrastructure and resources. Despite these improvements, current demand has pushed 
some airports and governments to construct additional runways to meet present and 
future demand. 
 
Hong Kong International Airport (HKIA) has seen a steady increase of air traffic in 
recent years, and as a result it is nearing its maximum capacity. The forecasted demand 
for HKIA is expected to surpass its ultimate capacity around the year 2013 (Law et al., 
2007). Consequently, the Airport Authority of Hong Kong (AAHK) has proposed two 
plans to expand its capacity. One plan optimizes the current airport configuration by 
improving takeoff and landing patterns and expanding the facilities to accommodate 
more passengers, cargo, and airplanes. HKIA has also proposed a plan to construct a third 
runway to meet its projected future demand. The Airport Authority of Hong Kong drafted 
the Master Plan 2030 as part of its assessment of the two expansion options. 
 
Expansion proposals for airports typically involve many studies to predict impacts, which 
include economic forecasts (Law et al., 2007). An economic assessment forecast of 
HKIA’s runway expansion project is included in the Master Plan for 2030. The Airport 
Authority of Hong Kong expects an additional runway to increase profits for the airport 
and local businesses and create more jobs than optimizing the current airport 
configuration. Many businesses and political leaders fear that if HKIA cannot meet future 
demand for passengers and cargo, businesses may move to other, more accessible areas 
of Asia (Law et al., 2007).  
 
While the physical expansion of an airport may have positive economic effects, it also 
raises many concerns about the effects that may be incurred by both the environment and 
the people living in the surrounding communities. Preliminary studies conducted by 
private consultants had estimated and quantified environmental impacts (Airport 
Authority Hong Kong, 2010a). The construction of a third runway could adversely affect 
the environment that is already stressed by pollution. The expanded airport would require 
land reclamation that might affect the local marine ecosystem. Also, the airport expansion 
could affect the health and quality of life of residents living in nearby communities.  
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Tung Chung, a community located adjacent to the Hong Kong International Airport, is 
likely to be affected by an airport expansion. People living near airports with different 
socioeconomic backgrounds often have varying opinions and perceptions of airport 
expansions (Buroni, 2007). Worldwide, some residents living in the vicinity of airports 
claim that they contribute to poor air quality, noise, and health issues such as stress and 
respiratory problems, while others claim they create jobs and services in their community 
(Franssen et. al., 2002; Castro, 2011). Presently, the perceptions of impacts caused by 
Hong Kong International Airport in the adjacent community of Tung Chung have not 
been investigated. 
 
The goal of this study was to explore whether socioeconomic factors of Tung Chung 
residents affected their perceptions of impacts attributed to the operations of Hong Kong 
International Airport and its proposed third runway expansion. To accomplish this goal, 
our main objectives included: conducting a preliminary assessment of perceptions of 
HKIA and its proposed expansion among residents of Tung Chung, surveying residents’ 
perceptions of health, environmental, and social impacts of the airport and their opinions 
about the possible expansion and its effects, and evaluating differences between the 
perceptions of impacts attributed to airport operations from residents with different 
socioeconomic backgrounds in Tung Chung. While this study can only be considered 
exploratory, it initiates an avenue of inquiry about effects on the local community most 
likely to be affected by the possible expansion of the HKIA. 
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2. BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This chapter discusses issues related to Hong Kong International Airport (HKIA) and its 
proposed expansion. It will provide a general understanding of the airport’s need for 
expansion and the two different expansion options the Airport Authority of Hong Kong 
(AAHK) has proposed to help meet demand. By examining case studies we identify 
concerns about health, environmental, and social impacts that are typically considered 
when an airport expansion is proposed. These case studies introduce some research 
methods used in identifying impacts attributed to airports and justify their effectiveness. 
Finally, we provide an overview of effects that airports have on surrounding communities 
and introduce the community of Tung Chung, the focus of this study. 
 
2.1 Proposed Expansion of the Hong Kong International Airport (HKIA) 
In September 2011 the Airport Authority of Hong Kong (AAHK) published the Master 
Plan 2030 and endorsed the construction of a third runway, citing strong economic 
benefits for Hong Kong. The AAHK has acknowledged environmental impacts and 
health issues that could result from this expansion; these are discussed in further detail 
throughout this chapter. In addition, we summarize the two expansion proposals 
presented by the AAHK in its Master Plan 2030. 
 
2.1.1 Demand for Aviation Worldwide 
Even though the commercial aviation industry has suffered several major shocks since 
the turn of the 21st century, it has managed to maintain and expand its key role in the 
world’s economy. In recent years the commercial aviation industry had suffered from 
distress caused by several factors including a soar in the price of jet fuel, the worldwide 
recession of 2008, and the 2001 terrorist attacks (FAA, 2011). Airlines adjusted their 
operations to survive through the turmoil in the early 2000’s including altering the way 
they conduct business in an effort to minimize economic losses. Aviation authorities are 
still forecasting growth in the industry resulting from world trade and tourism. According 
to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), air traffic is expected to grow at an 
average rate of 3.7 percent from 2011 to 2016, and 2.5 percent in each of the years 
following until 2021. 
 
By the year 2030, the Global Market Forecast anticipates the need for 27,800 new aircraft 
to satisfy worldwide demand in aviation (Commercial Aviation, 2011). The demand for 
new aircraft rose due to a growing population with larger disposable income, strong 
North American and European markets, low cost carriers, and an aging fleet of old, 
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inefficient aircraft. Air cargo transport had increased significantly since the year 2000 
(European Parliament, 2011). In previous years air cargo was considered a by-product of 
passenger transport. Today many airlines focus the majority of their operations catering 
to the air cargo market.  
 
2.1.2 Projected Increase in Traffic at HKIA 
A study conducted by the Chinese University of Hong Kong that focused on impacts 
from a third runway at Hong Kong International Airport reported that air transportation in 
Asia was growing at a much faster rate than many other markets including those in 
Europe and North America (Law et. al., 2007). Airports throughout Asia such as 
Bangkok Suvarnabhumi Airport and Tokyo Narita Airport have completed several 
expansion projects in order to accommodate the demand and remain premiere airports. 
Both of these airports are competing directly with HKIA for both passenger and cargo 
traffic.  
 
The AAHK argues that in order for Hong Kong to maintain its competitive edge in 
today’s global economy an airport expansion at Hong Kong International Airport is going 
to be needed. Figure 2-1 shows AAHK’s forcasted demand for passenger traffic at HKIA, 
which is expected to surpass 90 million passenger trips per year by the year 2030. Figure 
2-2 shows the projeccted demand for cargo flights which is expected to exceed 8 million 
tons of freight by 2030. HKIA is projected to reach its maximum capacity by 2013. 
 
 
 
Figure 2-1: Passenger traffic at HKIA (2008-2009) and projections through 
2030 (Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011b, p.1). 
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Figure 2-2: Cargo traffic at HKIA (2008-2009) and projections through 2030 
(Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011b, p.1). 
 
2.1.3 Expansion Options Proposed by the Airport Authority in its Master Plan 
2030 
In the Master Plan 2030, the Airport Authority analyzed possible airport configurations 
that would accommodate the expected future demand through 2030. In this section, we 
describe the two options proposed in the Master Plan 2030, which include enhancement 
of the current airport and the construction of a third runway.  
 
One option considered examines the enhancement of the current airport infrastructure to 
increase capacity. Improvements would include passenger terminal expansions, new road 
networks, and new landside transportation facilities. This option is expected to cost 
approximately 42.5 billion HKD (Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011b). In 2010, HKIA 
handled 50.9 million passengers and 4.1 million tons of cargo. With expansion option 
one, HKIA’s capacity could be increased to handle a maximum capacity of about 74 
million passengers and 6 million tons of cargo annually. This would allow HKIA to 
increase by 45 percent and handle the projected air traffic until the year 2020. 
 
The second option proposed in the Master Plan 2030 is the construction of a third 
runway. The development of an additional runway would require HKIA to reclaim land 
from the northern side of Chep Lap Kok Island. The total projected cost for this 
expansion option is expected to be approximately 136.2 billion HKD (Airport Authority 
Hong Kong, 2011a). According to the Airport Authority, the third runway proposal is 
considered the more sustainable and beneficial option for HKIA. With a new runway, the 
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airport is expected to accommodate 97 million passengers and 8.9 million tons of cargo; 
this would allow HKIA to handle the projected air traffic until the year 2030. 
 
Planning for an airport expansion often requires many years due to opposition arising 
from controversies about the environment and surrounding communities (Law et. al., 
2007). In order to obtain approval the AAHK will be required to submit sustainability 
studies to the Environmental Protection Department before construction can begin. In 
May 2009, an engineering feasibility and environmental assessment study was completed 
by a consulting company (Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011d). The study presented a 
preliminary assessment of the possible environment impacts associated with the 
construction and operation of the proposed airport expansion. Other impact studies on 
economic benefits, aircraft noise and air quality were competed by consulting companies.  
 
The AAHK expects a third runway to have a great overall economic value for Hong 
Kong. The expansion of Hong Kong International Airport is expected to create jobs and 
increase the profits of the airport and other businesses in Hong Kong (Airport Authority 
Hong Kong, 2011a). As shown in Table 2-1, the total economic net present value of the 
third runway expansion is expected to be $912 Billion HKD, more than twice that of an 
expanded two runway facility. Also, the third runway option is projected to directly 
employ 190,000 people, while the second runway option is expected to employ 143,000 
people. 
 
 
 
Table 2-1: Predicted economic impacts of two HKIA expansion options, 
estimated a consulting company (Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011a, p.2) 
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2.1.4 Identification of Impacts Associated with the Third Runway Expansion 
The Master Plan 2030 suggests that the construction of the third runway at HKIA could 
create additional environmental impacts. In this section we explore environmental 
impacts, health concerns, and social oppositions often attributed to airport expansions in 
order to introduce concerns those in Hong Kong may have for HKIA. 
 
Land Reclamation’s Effect on Marine Ecology 
Land reclamation has become a common way of expanding a port’s capacity (Chan, 
2000). Portside development involving land reclamation raised concerns about the effect 
such a project would have on the quality of the environment and the native ecological 
habitats during and after construction. In recent years, land reclamation projects have 
raised many new questions about their effects on air quality, noise, and long-term 
ecological effects. When considering a land reclamation project, extensive environmental 
impact assessments are often completed to weigh the negative impact that a project may 
have on its surroundings. Constructing a third runway at Hong Kong International 
Airport would require the reclamation of 650 hectares of water around the airport.  
 
The marine ecology near the airport is a major concern for the people in Hong Kong 
because it would not only destroy natural communities located in the reclaimed areas, but 
suspended clouds of sediment could indirectly affect many species by blocking light; this 
could adversely affect the harbor’s food chain (Law et al., 2007). Also, pollutants and 
minerals introduced as a result of reclamation could have a major impact on the water 
quality and as a result be harmful to the marine ecosystem (Chan, 2000). Land 
reclamation could create a change in sediment dispersion rates, which could affect the 
water quality. Acknowledged in the Master Plan 2030, dredging and filling activities 
caused by reclaiming land have been found to increase water pollutants, increase the 
amount of sediment suspended in the water, decrease the level of dissolved oxygen in 
water, change nutrient levels of the water, destroy habitats, and entrap organisms during 
dredging. Added sewage and construction related effects such as erosion could also 
increase water pollution in the marine environment. 
 
Chinese White Dolphins were protected under the Wild Animal Protection Ordinance and 
the Animals and Plants Ordinance in Hong Kong (Law et al., 2007). There are estimated 
to be approximately 100 to 200 Chinese White Dolphins in the waters around Hong Kong 
at any given time. The dolphins do not specifically reside in the area surrounding HKIA, 
but rather in estuaries and river basins nearby. Local residents and the AAHK felt that the 
adverse effects that reclaiming land from the ocean may have on the entire food chain in 
the harbor may further stress the endangered dolphin species. 
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Social Opposition to Land Reclamation in Hong Kong 
In a study of the land reclamation project for the Lantau port expansion in 2000, Chan 
documented significant social concerns about the environment effects of land 
reclamation. While many large land reclamation projects have been conducted in Hong 
Kong in the past, over the past fifteen years, a movement to preserve the waters around 
Hong Kong has prevented new land reclamation projects. In 1996 the government of 
Hong Kong passed the Protection of the Harbor Ordinance to prevent future land 
reclamation in Victoria Harbor for 999 years (Chu, 2011). As a result of social 
opposition, the land reclamation required to construct a third runway at HKIA has 
become a major issue facing HKIA’s expansion plan (Law et al., 2007). 
 
Air Pollution 
Based on an emission inventory made in 2007 by the Environmental Protection 
Department of Hong Kong, civil aviation accounted for about 3 percent of the total gas 
emissions in Hong Kong (EPD, 2009). These emissions include gasses such as sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, respirable suspended particles, volatile organic compounds, and 
carbon monoxide. All of these are greenhouse gasses that affect the climate and 
contribute to global warming. 
 
It is anticipated that with a growth in air traffic, emissions will increase significantly 
(Law et.al., 2007). According to the Worldwide Fund, the addition of a third runway 
would increase emissions of air pollutants from HKIA by about 75 percent. In September 
2010, the AAHK produced an air quality review on the possible air quality impacts of the 
air traffic movements projected with an additional runway. Of the ten emission sources 
taken into consideration in this review, seven were expected to increase from 2020 to 
2030. It was projected that the annual emission of greenhouse gasses from aircrafts would 
increase by 23 percent between the years 2020 and 2030.  
 
Noise Pollution 
Airport noise is often cited as one of biggest concerns in communities surrounding 
airports (Law et. al., 2007). Advances in aircraft engines have reduced noise output of 
aircrafts, which are currently about 20dB quieter than aircrafts 30 years ago. Despite all 
the technical improvements to reduce noise, surrounding communities often remain 
concerned about noise pollution. 
 
Currently, HKIA uses several preventative measures to control noise pollution. These 
include regulating the types of aircrafts that use the airport and altering landing and 
takeoff patterns. With the regulation of air flights, levels of noise at night and during 
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holidays were controlled (Government of Hong Kong SAR, 2011). In order to monitor 
the level of noise produced by HKIA, Hong Kong’s Civil Aviation Department set up 
sixteen terminal ports throughout Hong Kong to measure noise.  
 
In December 2010, AAHK released a report that analyzed potential noise contours for 
both of HKIA’s proposed expansion options (Airport Authority of Hong Kong 2011c). 
The report evaluated the noise impacts using Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) contours 
around the airport and expected flight paths. The report suggested that with newer aircraft 
producing less noise, the preliminary NEF contours projected for the third runway 
expansion would not differ significantly from NEF contours from 1998, the year the 
airport began its operations. Figure 2-3 compares projections made of the two-runway 
option with that of the three-runway option.  
 
 
Figure 2-3: Preliminary projection of three-runway NEF contours for HKIA 
(Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011d, p.54)  
Health Impacts 
Although researchers cannot currently link specific health issues to pollution caused by 
aircraft, case studies suggest that prolonged exposure to air and noise pollution caused by 
expansion projects can cause health problems (Franssen et. al., 2002; Castro, 2011). 
These health problems often include increasing rates of respiratory and cardiovascular 
disease, higher carcinogenic risk, possible hearing loss, and higher levels of 
psychological distress. Thus far, no assessments focusing on health impacts for HKIA’s 
expansion project have been conducted. 
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2.2 Case Studies of Airport Expansions  
In this section, we further investigate environmental impacts and health concerns 
attributed to airport operations and airport expansion projects. Examples of 
environmental and health impact assessment studies from other airports are used to 
illustrate the types of impacts and methods of measurement. 
 
2.2.1 Environmental Impacts: An Overview of Manchester International 
Airport’s Second Runway Expansion 
Examining Manchester International Airport displays the environmental impacts that 
must be considered when expanding an airport. Manchester International Airport, located 
within Greater Manchester, England, recognized a need for expansion in the early 1990’s 
(Pitt, 2000). In 1988 there were 147,000 aircraft movements recorded, and by 1998 this 
number had jumped to 180,000 movements. The significant increase in activity and levels 
of air traffic gave rise to concerns about noise and air pollution. Manchester International 
Airport complied with all local and government regulations and completed the 
construction of a second runway in 2001.  
 
The planning process for the additional runway in Manchester caused large-scale protests 
in the surrounding areas (Pitt, 2000). The project was deemed controversial because it 
required the destruction of natural wildlife habitats and added flight paths that would 
have a negative impact on surrounding areas. A study completed at Manchester 
University concluded that aircraft using this runway would fly low over the residential 
areas of Knutsford and Stockport resulting with increased air pollution and noise. 
Residents of East Knutsford experienced an increase in noise during morning hours as a 
result of the airport expansion (Butcher, 2010).  
 
Before the construction of the second runway, the airport agreed to take measures to 
reduce the environmental impacts caused by the expansion (Law et. al., 2007). With the 
help of local planning authorities, the airport proposed 100 policies to mitigate the effects 
from the aircraft, highway improvements, and increased transportation that may result 
from expansion. Manchester Airport’s second runway was completed in 1997 and due to 
the mitigation methods used throughout its development this study has been referred to as 
a powerful lobbying tool in many airport studies. 
 
2.2.2 Health Impacts: An Overview of Amsterdam Schipol Airport’s Fifth 
Runway Expansion 
The environmental impact assessment review for Schiphol Airport’s expansion 
exemplifies methodologies used to assess health concerns that arise in communities 
surrounding airports. Schiphol Airport, the premier airport in the Netherlands, was 
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considered one of the busiest airports in Europe. In 2001 Schiphol ranked fourth in 
Europe for the highest total passenger traffic, freight traffic, and commercial traffic 
(Franssen et. al., 2002). Due to an increase in demand, the airport had been required to 
expand its infrastructure. In 1970, Schiphol Airport began planning an expansion project 
to add a fifth runway. The new runway was designed to accommodate the expected 
growth of air transport movements. 
 
Before the airport’s fifth runway expansion project began, an Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) was completed (Franssen et. al., 2002). In this EIA, an assessment of 
the health impacts directly caused by aircraft-related pollution was conducted and 
evaluated using available scientific literature. Health is defined by the World Health 
Organization as “a status of general physical, mental, and social wellbeing, and not 
merely a lifetime of a disease or infirmity” (WHO, 2012). This study uses this definition 
when evaluating the perceptions of health concerns by conducting a public consultation 
with environmental organizations and interviewing local residents. Additional 
information on health impacts was gathered to quantify the impact of aircraft-related 
pollution by extensively studying available registry data and by conducting a survey on 
annoyance and risk perception in local communities.  
 
The Amsterdam researchers were able to quantify effects caused by noise and 
hypertension and they concluded that the airport had physiological effects on the people 
living around it. Perceptions of problems such as high blood pressure, higher levels of 
stress, sleep disturbances, and lower work performance were found to be related to 
exposure to airport noise.  
 
Other research programs investigating health assessment have been developed as a result 
of the study conducted at Schiphol Airport. In 2002 the National Institute of Public 
Health and the Environment sponsored a long-term study examining the health effects of 
environmental pollution around Schiphol (Franssen et. al., 2002). From their results, the 
institute developed a monitoring system to study health status and its relation to the 
airport’s expansion. Despite opposition, the fifth runway at Schiphol Airport was 
constructed in 2003 after the EIA and health study was completed. 
 
2.2.3 Social Opposition: An Overview of Boston Logan International Airport’s 
Sixth Runway Expansion  
The case of Logan International Airport in Boston exemplifies the social effects that an 
airport can have on surrounding communities. Logan International Airport in Boston, 
Massachusetts, has gone through several expansion projects over the course of its history 
(Massport, 2011). In 2006, Logan constructed its sixth runway to help alleviate air traffic 
congestion. The expansion project took many years to receive approval due to the 
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opposition from surrounding communities. One of the major concerns for the Logan 
expansion project was the increase in noise and air pollution and the effect that those 
pollutants would have on the health and wellbeing of people living in the communities 
surrounding the airport. These had been a topic of concern in the communities 
surrounding Logan Airport for many years and as a result expansion projects have 
received a great deal of opposition (Massport, 2011; FAA 2011). Talks of constructing a 
new runway that first arose in the mid 1980’s resulted in community support, for the 
construction of a hotel, which was completed in 1991. The hotel lies in the centerline of 
the new 6th runway and served to limit the length of that runway. 
 
Measurements of noise levels were taken at various locations throughout Boston 
(Massport, 2011; FAA 2011). In the communities closest to Logan, such as Winthrop and 
East Boston, the airport provided soundproofing for public buildings such as schools. The 
FAA completed the second stage of the Boston Logan Airport Noise Study (BLANS) in 
November 2011. BLANS was the largest FAA funded noise study in the nation 
(Massport, 2011). The main focus of BLANS was to determine a viable means to reduce 
noise from aircraft operations at Boston Logan International Airport without 
compromising airport safety. As a result of the concerns and opposition brought up by 
stakeholders in local communities, Logan has worked to combat noise created by airport 
activities. 
 
2.3 Community Consultation during Planning for Airport Expansion  
In this section, we will discuss the results of the public consultation and examine the need 
to investigate social effects that airport expansions have on surrounding communities. We 
will specifically concentrate on Tung Chung and how HKIA’s expansion proposal could 
affect this nearby community. 
 
2.3.1 Findings of the HKIA Public Consultation Study  
The survey conducted by the University of Hong Kong as part of the public consultation, 
generated discussion about the two options the Master Plan 2030 proposed (WWF Hong 
Kong, 2011a). This three-month consultation period lasted from June 2011 to September 
2011 (Airport Authority of Hong Kong, 2011c). It consisted of a series of roving 
exhibitions, public forums, and stakeholder briefings. Also, over 24,000 residents 
throughout Hong Kong participated in a survey as part of the public consultation. The 
results showed that 73 percent of residents were in favor of the third runway option, 11 
percent of residents were in favor of optimizing the second runway, and 16 percent of 
residents remained neutral on the expansion. Even though the majority of respondents 
said they supported the third runway, the Airport Authority of |Hong Kong acknowledged 
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that there was a consensus that the Environmental Impact Assessment should start as 
soon as possible in order to investigate methods to reduce environmental impact. On 
December 29, 2011 the Airport Authority of Hong Kong submitted the third runway as 
their endorsed option for the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region to adopt.  
 
2.3.2 Issues of Concern to Local Communities 
Due to effects airports have on surrounding communities, studies are frequently 
conducted prior to an expansion proposal (Buroni, 2007; Castro et. al., 2011; Cidell, 
2004). Some examples include studies done for the expansion of the Santa Monica 
Airport and the Gwinnet County Airport. Even though airport expansions provide 
economic benefits to local communities, the residents of those communities must bear 
any negative impacts created by them as well (Cidell, 2004). A study done in the Santa 
Monica Airport was able to provide evidence that the health of surrounding communities 
would be affected by an expansion. Communities surrounding the Santa Monica Airport 
experienced four times the amount of noise than similar communities that are further 
from the airport. These high levels of noise contributed to additional physical and 
psychological stress. 
 
Additional ways surrounding communities are affected by airport expansion are those 
such as additional traffic, change in the equity of housing, and change in scenery 
(Department of Infrastructure and Transport, 2011). An example of how these may affect 
residents may be that increase in traffic congestion could cause ground level air pollution 
to increase, as well as longer commute times, which may result in heightened levels of 
stress. There are also certain case studies that show how property equity within 
surrounding communities had changed with an airport expansion. For instance, due to the 
expansion and the privatization of Gwinnett County Airport, the property values in the 
surrounding community increased by 57 percent because of the changes on the aesthetic 
views and a growth in population (Gwinnett Citizens for Privatizing Our Airport, 2010). 
 
2.3.3 Potential for Varying Effects within Communities  
One issue that’s not always considered in projects such as an airport expansion is the 
potential for varying effects within communities. Studies have shown that socioeconomic 
factors tend to influence environmental inequality (Ben-Shlomo, 2005). Environmental 
inequity occurs when a group of people bears a disproportionate share of harmful effects 
caused by industries. A report done on environmental equity showed that in general, 
people with lower socioeconomic factors tended to be more affected by environmental 
risks such as air pollution. If there is inequity in a particular region, then policies 
promoting environmental justice are sought to mitigate the issue. Environmental justice 
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includes consideration of overall reduction of these risks and implementation of public 
policy to prevent inequity from arising or intensifying. 
2.4 The Community of Tung Chung  
Our project focuses on the perceived impacts of the Hong Kong International Airport and 
its proposed expansion among residents of Tung Chung. We chose to investigate Tung 
Chung due to its close proximity to the airport. In this section we provide a brief history 
of Tung Chung, the general demographics of residents living in the area gathered from 
the 2006 Census, and the major categories of housing in Tung Chung. 
 
 Tung Chung, a town located on the north side of Lantau Island, is currently the largest 
new town in the area (Murray, 2011). Before the urbanization of the Tung Chung area 
began, Lantau Island was the location of many fishing villages. Most of Tung Chung was 
built on land reclaimed for the construction of the Hong Kong International Airport, 
which began in 1991 (CEDD, 2011). Over the past 20 years Tung Chung has gone 
through several major steps to provide living accommodations for the workers of Hong 
Kong International Airport.  
 
The first phase of construction in Tung Chung was completed in 1997 and was projected 
to accommodate roughly 18,000 people (CEDD, 2011). Some of the major projects 
included a new road, sewage treatment facilities, and bridges linking the airport to Lantau 
Island. Phase two brought about the construction of the Tung Chung Mass Transit 
Railway (MTR) Station, which was completed in the year 2000. During the second phase, 
infrastructure was built to accommodate the growing population of the new town. During 
the third phase of construction, a seawall was created from reclaimed land to expand the 
area. 
 
Tung Chung has become a very urbanized area due to the convenience and availability of 
buses, the Tung Chung MTR station, ferries, and of course the adjacent airport (Murray, 
2011). The airport plays a large role in the economy of Tung Chung. Not only does Tung 
Chung provide a community for the permanent residents and airport employees, it also 
provides airport travelers with places to eat, shop, and sightsee. 
 
Profile of the Residents of Tung Chung 
According to the latest Hong Kong census conducted in 2006, there were 33,781 people 
residing in Tung Chung (Census and Statistic Department, 2006). Forty-nine percent of 
the population fell between the ages of 35 and 64 while 30 percent of the population was 
between 15 and 34 years old. Most of the residents in Tung Chung were of Asian descent 
and 89 percent of them were Chinese. Eighty-two percent of the residents claim that the 
language they used the most is Cantonese. The population of Tung Chung also had a 
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varied educational background with an even distribution between primary and below, 
secondary, as well as tertiary and above; Table 2-2 shows this even spread from the 2006 
Census.  
 
Table 2-2: Distribution of Levels of Education Completed among Tung Chung 
residents (Census and Statistics Department, 2006) 
Highest level of Education Completed Frequency Percentage 
Primary and Below 10,429 30.8% 
Secondary 10,984 32.5% 
Tertiary and Above 12,431 36.7% 
Grand Total: 33,644 100% 
 
In addition, a large part of the Tung Chung workforce earns their salary in customer 
service-orientated and clerical occupations. The majority of people work in the transport, 
storage, and communication sector; this sector alone accounts for roughly 25 percent of 
the total workforce in Tung Chung. A close second is the service industry, made up of 
retail, import / export, restaurants and hotels which accounted for about twenty three 
percent 23 percent of the population. Also, there was a skewed distribution of income 
levels in Tung Chung. Table 2-3, shows a majority of the Tung Chung residents had an 
income above 10,000 HKD. While 86.7 percent had a monthly income of 10,000 HKD or 
more, only 13.3 percent had an income less than 10,000 HKD.  
 
Table 2-3: Distribution of Monthly Income among Tung Chung Residents 
(Census and Statistics Department, 2006) 
Monthly Income 
(HKD) Frequency Percentage 
4,000 or less 570 4.7% 
4,000 to 10,000 1,045 8.6% 
10,000 to 20,000 3,105 25.6% 
20,000 to 30,000 2,511 20.7% 
30,000 or more 4,889 40.3% 
Grand total: 12,120 100% 
*As of February 29, 2012, 1 USD is equivalent to 7.75 HKD (HSBC, 2012).  
 
Two main categories of housing in Tung Chung are private residential flats and public or 
government subsidized flats. Roughly 60 percent of residents lived in privately owned 
flats compared to 40 percent who lived in public housing. Overall, there are three private 
and four public housing estates in Tung Chung (Hong Kong Special Administrative 
Region Government, 2011). Of the public housing estates, the Government assists 
families by subsidizing rent through the Public Rental Housing Program. The rent for 
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eligible residents ranges from $260 to $3,530 HKD per month inclusive of rates, 
management costs, and maintenance expenses. Residents must meet requirements in 
order to be eligible for the program. One of the requirements is to not exceed the income 
limit and total net assets limit set by the Housing Authority (Hong Kong Housing 
Authority, 2006).  
 
In contrast to the process of obtaining public housing, the privately housed residents 
would usually purchase apartments if they wished to reside in those estates. Both types of 
housing are located relatively close to services such as market places and bus stops, but 
more specifically the private housing estates are located closest to the ocean and many 
apartments overlook the airport. A District Councilor of Tung Chung mentioned that 
there are considerable differences in space found between the two types of housing. 
Private housing estates are typically a gated community with guards standing by, 
monitoring the flow in and out of the housing complex. Public housing on the other hand 
has no control over pedestrian traffic close to their homes.  
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3. METHODOLOGY 
 
The goal of this project was to explore whether socioeconomic factors of Tung Chung 
residents affect their perception of impacts associated with Hong Kong International 
Airport and its proposed third runway expansion. To achieve this goal, we established the 
following research objectives: 
 
1. Conduct a preliminary assessment of perceptions of HKIA and its proposed 
expansion among residents of Tung Chung. 
 
2. Inquire about residents’ perceptions of health, environmental, and social impacts 
attributed to the airport as well as their opinions about the possible expansion 
and its effects. 
 
3. Evaluate differences between the perceptions of impacts attributed to airport 
operations from residents of different socioeconomic groups in Tung Chung.  
 
This study was influenced by research on Schipol Airport in the Netherlands, specifically 
the focus on perceptions of impact as a legitimate health concern. Furthermore, we take a 
broad view of the notion of health, following the World Health Organization’s definition 
that health is a status of general physical, mental, and social wellbeing, and not merely a 
lifetime of disease. In this chapter, we describe the approach we took to obtain and 
understand the perceptions that Tung Chung residents have about the airport and its 
proposed expansion. 
 
3.1 Qualitative Identification of Perceptions among Residents of Tung Chung 
Previous studies of airport expansions identify health, environmental, and social impacts 
as issues that may concern residents in surrounding communities. Our intent in 
conducting this study was to quantify Tung Chung residents’ perceptions of impacts 
using a survey. Without some initial consultation with residents, however, we might not 
have been aware of some important concerns in the community. Also, as outsiders to both 
Tung Chung and Hong Kong, we wanted advice about strategies to achieve a high survey 
response rate. Specifically, the following questions guided this research objective: 
 
1. What perceptions are Tung Chung residents likely to have about the impacts of 
HKIA and its proposed third runway expansion? 
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2. What surveying strategies and locations might generate high response rates from 
a wide range of socioeconomic groups? 
 
We conducted semi-structured interviews with Tung Chung residents to explore their 
perceptions of the positive and negative impacts of HKIA and its proposed third runway 
expansion. Interviewees were first asked general questions about what they felt were the 
community’s greatest perceived impacts regarding the airport. After discussing various 
general concerns and why each interviewee felt each was a concern, we asked the 
interviewees if they felt residents saw different impacts including air pollution, noise 
pollution, health issues, and environmental affects as a problem in Tung Chung. If the 
interviewee felt that a particular issue had an effect, we asked them to explain why and 
how each issue impacted members of their community. We then asked interviewees to 
give us insight into residents’ perceptions and opinions of the airport’s influence on Tung 
Chung and the daily life of residents. Also we questioned the interviewees about 
differences that people with varying socioeconomic factors may have about the airport. 
After discussing impacts and community opinions of the airport we requested each 
interviewee to suggest the best places and methods for administering questionnaires with 
a high response rate in Tung Chung. An interview protocol and a full list of interview 
questions used as a guide in our interviews can be found in Appendix A of this report. 
 
We utilized a convenience sampling method to identify interviewees with diverse 
socioeconomic backgrounds, drawing on personal contacts of HKIEd faculty and 
students. Our interview sample consisted of seven individuals with different 
socioeconomic backgrounds; four of the interviewees lived in public housing and three 
lived in private housing. The interviewees included a university professor of 
environmental science, a Tung Chung District Councilman, an airport worker, a 
businessman, and three individuals living in public housing. The small number of 
interviewees we reached could not possibly represent the views and concerns of all Tung 
Chung residents; however, the interviews gave us a basic understanding of some general 
overall perceived impacts about the airport and its proposed expansion in Tung Chung. 
 
After each interview a summary of each meeting was written; these can be found in 
Appendix A of this report. We reviewed the interview responses to identify any 
additional impacts of the airport, both positive and negative, to include in the survey. We 
also re-evaluated our survey distribution strategy to incorporate some of our 
interviewees’ suggestions for receiving a higher response rate. 
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3.2 Quantitative Assessment of Perceived Airport Impacts among Residents 
of Tung Chung 
We set out to quantify the perceived impacts Tung Chung residents from different 
socioeconomic groups had about Hong Kong International Airport and its proposed third 
runway project. To quantify perceptions of residents we designed a questionnaire to 
distribute throughout many areas in Tung Chung. We developed closed-ended survey 
questions using both the information we gathered from interviews with Tung Chung 
residents and the following research questions: 
 
1. What are the perceptions Tung Chung residents have about the Hong Kong 
International Airport and its proposed third runway expansion? 
 
2. To what extent do residents feel they are currently affected by air pollution and 
noise pollution created by the airport? 
 
3. To what extent do residents feel the airport affects their health? 
 
4. To what extent do residents feel the airport currently affects their daily life? 
 
5. To what extent will each effect change with an addition of a third runway at Hong 
Kong International Airport? 
 
We designed a closed-ended questionnaire to quantify perceptions of residents. Likert 
scale items were used to quantify and relate airport perceptions and concerns. Each 
respondent was asked how they felt about a specific problem or issue such as air and 
noise pollution in Tung Chung. We then asked respondents to rate the contributions of 
relevant sources of the particular problem or concern in Tung Chung. We aimed to 
reduce bias and understand respondents’ thoughts and opinions of the airport and its 
proposed expansion. To elicit information about socioeconomic factors, we included 
questions about gender, age, level of education, and monthly income. The demographic 
categories used in the questionnaire were consistent with the groupings used in the most 
recent population profile, the 2006 Hong Kong Census. 
 
The conclusion of our questionnaire had space for respondents to comment with 
additional information and concerns about any issues they had related to the airport and 
its proposed expansion. In the case that a respondent was passionate about voicing their 
opinions about the airport, we provided them with our contact information so that they 
could contact us to further discuss the issues. 
 
The finalized questionnaire was designed to appear easy, short, and professional to attract 
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as many respondents as possible. The questionnaire was three pages long and intended to 
take approximately five minutes for a respondent to complete. Local residents and social 
science experts believed that many people in passing would be willing to fill out a survey 
requiring less than ten minutes of their time. We designed our survey to be as concise as 
possible while still providing us with all the information necessary for determining both 
socioeconomic factors and airport perceptions. Questionnaires were printed in both 
Chinese and English in order for us to reach a larger group of residents. Both Chinese and 
English questionnaires can be found in Appendix B of this report.  
 
We distributed the questionnaire in public spaces including walkways, playgrounds, and 
dog parks around public and private housing communities in Tung Chug, during the 
period of February 3rd to February 13th, 2012. In an effort to increase the number of 
survey responses, two students from Hong Kong Institute of Education, both of whom 
were fluent in Cantonese, assisted us in distributing or questionnaire to Tung Chung 
residents. Local residents and experts in the field of social science suggested that 
approximately five percent of the people we approached would agree to complete our 
questionnaire. The Freepost Name Service, a paid postage program, was provided on the 
back of each survey so that the respondents could complete it at a later time if they 
wished. 
 
We developed an online version of the questionnaire in both English and Chinese. Flyers 
containing the project purpose and the online survey’s URL were distributed to residents 
during the survey process; these marketing tools can be found in Appendix C of this 
report. In addition, we contacted our interviewees and requested they ask friends and 
family members to complete the survey online. Another avenue of distribution we 
explored was marketing the online questionnaire through tungchungtown.com, an online 
forum designated specifically for residents of Tung Chung to discuss current events.  
 
Ultimately, we received 200 survey responses in a ten-day period. According to the 2006 
Hong Kong Census, the latest population profile in Hong Kong, the total population of 
Tung Chung was approximately 33,000 (Census and Statistics Department, 2006). Thus, 
this study has a sampling error of 7 percent (Raosoft Inc., 2004). Table 3.1 shows the 
characteristics of survey respondents.  
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Table 3-1: Socioeconomic characteristics of Tung Chung survey respondents 
 
Male 119 No Income 39
Female 81 Less than 3,999 14
4,000-9,999 16
Public 103 10,000-19,999 53
Private 96 20,000-29,999 28
More than 30,000 47
Less than 1 year 12
1 - 3 years 33 18-24 36
4 - 8 years 49 25-34 31
More than 8 years 104 35-49 67
50-64 49
Primary or Below 3 65 and Over 17
Secondary 70
Tertiary 101 No 156
Post-Graduate 25 Yes 43
Demographic Number of 
Respondents
Employed by the 
Airport
Socioeconomic 
Category
Demographic Number of 
Respondents
Socioeconomic 
Category
Gender
Housing Type
Length of 
Residence
Age
Mounthly Income
Education
 
 
The accuracy of the data we collected was limited by the completion and interpretation of 
surveys. Several of the respondents sampled in our study either did not complete the 
survey in its entirety or left demographic questions blank; as a result, we could not use 
their responses. Prior to distributing surveys we had not considered that people with no 
income would encompass retirees, students, stay at home parents, and unemployed 
individuals; as a result, this category was not useful in distinguishing perceptions because 
it did not accurately represent the demographic category. One of our survey questions 
(question 11 seen in Appendix B of this report) asked respondents to rank various 
impacts on a scale of 1 to 8. Respondents often found the question’s instructions 
confusing. As a result, many answered the question incorrectly and therefore the question 
could not be considered in our analysis. 
  
3.3 Analysis of the Effects of Socioeconomic Factors on Residents’ 
Perceptions 
We analyzed survey responses to characterize the perceptions of impacts that our sample 
had and also explored weather perceptions varied by socioeconomic factors. We did this 
by distinguishing between residents with higher levels of income, education, and private 
housing with the lower levels of income, education and public housing. To study the 
perceptions of impacts among residents in Tung Chung we asked the following research 
questions:  
 
1. Do people with different socioeconomic factors have varied concerns about the 
airport and its proposed expansion?  
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2. Which socioeconomic factors were most influential on the perceptions residents 
had? 
 
We compiled survey data into Microsoft Excel and used descriptive statistics including 
frequencies, which allowed us to observe the overall perceptions of the respondent 
population and easily summarize the data in tables. We then created cross-tabulation 
tables, also known as correlation tables, which allowed us to compare results between 
independent and dependent categorical variables. Independent variables in this study are 
the respondents’ demographics, while their responses to questions about current and 
future impacts from the airport are the dependent variables. A detailed summary of these 
tables can be seen in Appendix D of this report. 
 
After inputting our data into the correlation tables, we performed a chi-square test of 
independence to determine whether there was a significant association between pairs of 
independent and dependent variables. We performed these tests with a significance level 
of p=.05 as a standard for rejecting the null hypothesis that there was no association. 
With a p-value less than .05 we can assume that a successful test would show association 
between variables with 95 percent certainty.  
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4. TUNG CHUNG RESPONDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS AND 
OPINIONS OF HKIA AND ITS PROPOSED EXPANSION  
 
Strong interest in social and economic impacts of the airport accompanied by seemingly 
less concern about health and environmental impacts arose during our preliminary 
interviews with Tung Chung residents. As a result, we broadened the scope of the 
questionnaire to include social and economic impacts in addition to health and the 
environment. Beginning with the respondent’s levels of support for the third runway and 
the airports effect on daily lives, we move our discussion to air and noise pollution, 
health issues, and then land reclamation. This chapter concludes social costs and benefits 
that may change as a result of the expansion. Key findings are identified to show that 
Tung Chung respondents had varying perceptions on the impacts attributed to HKIA and 
its proposed third runway expansion. 
 
4.1 General Attitudes about the Proposed Airport Expansion 
The majority of survey respondents were aware of the proposed third runway 
expansion. 
Eighty-six percent of respondents were aware of the third runway despite the fact that 76 
percent of them had not participated in any public consultation activity of the HKIA 
Master Plan 2030. Those most likely to be unaware of the expansion resided in Tung 
Chung for less than one year. Also there was statistical significance (p<.01) between the 
types of housing and their participation in an activity during the public consultation. Two 
times as many private housing residents participated in a public consultation activity than 
the residents in public housing. Table 4-1 shows the distribution of the Master Plan 2030 
activities among the 48 survey respondents who participated. Exhibition and road shows 
had the highest level of participation from the respondents we surveyed, while very few 
people had been involved in public forums. 
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Table 4-1: Survey respondents’ participation in Master Plan 2030 public 
consultation activities 
 
*Some of the 48 respondents participated in more than one activity. Therefore, the sum of 
the percentages exceeds 100 percent. Please refer to Appendix D for the full chart. 
 
While the majority of residents did not participate in any activity for the Master Plan 
2030 most survey respondents were neutral or expressed dissatisfaction with government 
assessments of the costs and benefits of the third runway. Fifty-six percent of respondents 
felt neutral. More respondents expressed feelings of dissatisfaction (27 percent) than 
satisfaction (17 percent).  
 
Tung Chung respondents’ support of the third runway expansion is not as strong as a 
broader sample of Hong Kong residents. 
Seventy-three percent of Hong Kong residents that participated in the Airport Authority 
of Hong Kong’s public consultation survey expressed support for the third runway 
expansion (Airport Authority Hong Kong, 2011d). Forty-six percent of the two hundred 
Tung Chung residents we surveyed supported the third runway expansion. Of the survey 
respondents that did not support the airport expansion, a majority of them (35 percent) 
felt neutral about the expansion while 19 percent claimed that they were against it. 
 
Survey respondents from private housing had stronger opinions, both positive and 
negative, about how current airport operations affected their daily lives.  
Tung Chung respondents had a wide range of opinions as to whether HKIA had an 
impact their daily lives. Forty-one point five percent of the total survey respondents 
believed the airport had a positive impact on their daily lives, while 25 percent expressed 
that the airport had a negative impact. A significant number of respondents believed the 
airport had no impact on their daily lives and accounted for 33.5 percent of our sample. 
 
Figure 4-1 shows perceptions that respondents living in different housing had about 
impacts on daily life. The difference in responses by type of housing is statistically 
significant with a p-value less than 0.01. Forty-seven percent of respondents living in 
public housing felt that current airport operations had no impact on their daily life, 
Type of Activity Frequency Percentage 
Submitted opinion 11 23% 
Joined exhibition or road show 30 63% 
Read consultation document 13 27% 
Joined public forum 6 13% 
Total Respondents who Participated 48 * 
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whereas just 19 percent of respondents living in private housing felt the same. In others 
words, residents in private housing were more likely to report some sort of impact, either 
positive or negative. Higher levels of income and higher levels of education were also 
associated with stronger opinions of airport impacts, both positive and negative; see 
Appendix D for details. 
 
 
Figure 4-1: Perceptions of the airport’s impact on daily life, separated by 
respondents’ type of housing 
 
Figure 4-1 also shows that those living in private housing were more likely than those in 
public housing to report that the airport had a negative impact on their daily life. At the 
same time, 50 percent of respondents from private housing felt that the airport had a 
positive impact on their daily lives. Thirty-one percent of respondents living in private 
housing believed that the airport had negative impacts, compared to 20 percent living in 
public housing. Furthermore, people working at the airport commonly felt HKIA had 
more of a positive impact than those not employed by the airport. 
  
Thus, analysis revealed that survey respondents expressed varying opinions about how 
the airport currently affects their daily life; insight from interviewees confirmed this 
finding. Nearly all of the interviewees stated that in general people living in public and 
private housing often had different views about the airport and may have different views 
on the expansion as well. Interviewees recognized the need for expanding HKIA and they 
suggested that those living in private housing might feel the airport expansion would 
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contribute adversely to environmental and social effects on Tung Chung due to the 
expected increase in the amount of people and traffic.  
 
4.2 Perceptions of Air and Noise Pollution 
Residents of Tung Chung who responded to the survey showed concerns about air and 
noise pollution in their community. Our study revealed that 53 percent of the respondents 
believed air pollution and 40 percent of respondents believed noise pollution were 
problems in Tung Chung. The majority of respondents believe both types of pollution 
would become worse as a result of the third runway at the airport. Figure 4-2 shows that 
levels of concern about air pollution were somewhat higher than concerns about noise 
pollution. 
 
 
 
Figure 4-2: Survey respondents’ levels of agreement with the statements “Air 
pollution is a problem in Tung Chung” and “Noise pollution is a problem in 
Tung Chung.”  
 
4.2.1 Air Pollution 
Many survey respondents believed that the airport contributes to air pollution in Tung 
Chung, but that several other sources of pollution have a large contribution as well.  
A majority of respondents believed that HKIA is a moderate to large contributor to air 
pollution in Tung Chung. Figure 4-3 shows perceptions of how the impacts from the 
airport compare to other sources of pollution. Twenty percent believed that the airport 
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contributed a large amount to air pollution while 61 percent believed Mainland China 
contributed a large amount to air pollution.  
 
 
Figure 4-3: Percentage of Survey respondents identifying each source as a 
moderate or large contributor to air pollution in Tung Chung 
 
The majority of respondents similarly viewed the airport, construction projects, and 
automotive emissions contributions to air pollution as moderate. Out of the choices we 
provided in our survey, it was evident that more respondents view other sources as 
having a large contribution to air pollution than the airport did in Tung Chung. However, 
seventy-two percent of respondents believed that air pollution would get worse or much 
worse with the addition of a third runway at HKIA. 
 
4.2.2 Noise Pollution 
Survey respondents felt that the airport’s contribution to noise was comparable to that 
of construction projects and automotive traffic. 
The people that took part in our survey tended to think the airport had a moderate to large 
contribution to noise in Tung Chung. Figure 4-4 shows that respondents felt construction 
projects, the airport, and automotive traffic had similar contributions to noise in Tung 
Chung. Twenty six percent of respondents thought that construction had a large 
contribution to noise, while 15 percent felt the airport had a large contribution. 
Respondents that lived in private housing more frequently said that city activity and 
automotive traffic had a smaller contribution to noise pollution than those living in public 
housing. Refer to question five in Appendix D for supporting data. 
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Figure 4-4: Percentage of survey respondents identifying each source as a 
moderate or large contributor to noise pollution in Tung Chung 
 
Twenty-four percent of respondents in private housing, compared to only 7 percent in 
public housing, believed that the airport was a large contributor to noise pollution in 
Tung Chung. This difference was statistically significant with a p-value less than 0.01. 
According to one of our interviewees, people living in private housing were influenced 
the most by noise pollution due to their proximity to the airport. Residents living in 
public housing estates were more prone to large noise levels from city activity and 
automotive traffic due to the centralized locations of public housing in Tung Chung. 
 
Respondents in Tung Chung felt that noise pollution would become worse with an 
addition of a third runway.  
About 71% of the people who completed our survey believed that noise would become 
worse after the construction of the third runway. In contrast, an interviewee thought that 
noise levels would decrease due to the third runway being situated further away from 
Tung Chung. The Master Plan 2030 projected that noise from a third runway would not 
differ significantly from the current two-runway system. 
 
Respondents living in private housing predicted noise to be much worse after a third 
runway expansion. 
Twenty-three percent of respondents living in private housing thought that noise would 
become much worse with the third runway expansion, whereas only 6 percent of 
respondents living in public housing thought the same. This difference in perceptions 
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between housing types is statistically significant with a p-value less than 0.05. 
Interviewees also mentioned that some residents in private housing took measures to 
combat the noise by installing double pane windows; it was suggested that residents 
rarely took further measures to protect themselves from noise. 
 
4.3 Perceived Health Impacts 
Survey respondents believed the airport was not a major contributor to health problems 
they had experienced. 
Seventy-five percent of respondents did not attribute personal health problems to the 
airport. However, 29 percent of the people who had lived in Tung Chung for eight or 
more years somewhat or strongly agreed that the airport caused health problems 
compared to 14 percent of those who had lived there for three years or less. This is not 
statistically significant, but leads us to believe that the length of exposure to the airport 
might influence respondents’ perception of its effects. The most concerning health 
problems to respondents were respiratory problems and sleep deprivation. Forty-one 
percent of respondents believe that the airport had a moderate to large impact on 
respiratory problems. A business owner residing in private housing stated, “Psychological 
issues (due to the airport) are not a concern… the previous airport would have posed a 
greater concern as it was centralized in Hong Kong… the airport now is situated further 
from inland Hong Kong”. In addition to health experienced currently, 44 percent of our 
respondents believed their health would become worse, while 9 percent believe their 
health would be much worse.  
 
4.4 Environmental Impacts of Land Reclamation Needed for Third Runway 
Expansion 
Land reclamation was a major concern among respondents due to the expected impact 
on the local marine ecology and Chinese White Dolphins. 
Overall, 87 percent of respondents expressed that they were somewhat or very concerned 
with the potential environmental effects of the land reclamation needed for construction 
of the third runway. Respondents who had lived in Tung Chung for longer periods of 
time expressed more concern about the potential environmental effects of land 
reclamation. This difference was statistically significant (p<.01).  
 
Of the total survey respondents, 56 percent reported large levels of concern about the 
influence that land reclamation would have on coastal marine ecology and 52 percent of 
respondents reported large levels of concern about the effect that land reclamation would 
have on Chinese White Dolphins. These views are in line with the media, newspapers, 
and environmentalists, as they see protecting Chinese White Dolphins in Hong Kong as a 
high priority that needs to be taken into consideration (WWF Hong Kong, 2011a). Media 
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have expressed that the Chinese White Dolphins are the victims of reclamation. 
Respondents showed only moderate levels of concern regarding the possible effects that 
the third runway may have on scenic views and fisheries. 
 
Respondents who lived in Tung Chung for longer periods of time tended to have higher 
levels of concern about the effects of the airport expansion on scenic views. 
Thirty-one percent of respondents that lived in Tung Chung for four or more years said 
land reclamation would have a large effect on scenic views, while 18 percent of 
respondents that lived in Tung Chung for less than four years believed the same. This was 
statistically significant with a p-value less than 0.01.  
 
4.5 Social Costs and Benefits of Airport Expansion 
Job Availability 
Respondents believed the expansion of Hong Kong International Airport would 
improve job availability for Tung Chung residents. 
Eighty-one percent of survey respondents thought that job availability would get better or 
much better with the expansion. There was little difference in the opinions of respondents 
living in public and private housing regarding the availability of jobs after the third 
runway expansion. Job opportunities were a major discussion point among interviewees 
due to its expected benefits for Tung Chung. Interviewees believed that residents looked 
forward to both jobs created at the airport and jobs created indirectly as a result of an 
expected increase in business. The District Councilor we interviewed stated that the 
expansion should create approximately 65,000 new jobs at the airport. Also, an airport 
worker suggested that residents currently employed at the airport were excited about the 
expansion due to new job opportunities that may provide them a chance for promotion.  
 
Availability of Public Transportation 
The sampled residents believed that accessibility to public transportation would 
improve due to an airport expansion. 
Sixty-two percent of the respondents felt that accessibility to public transportation 
services would get better or much better with an expansion and 12 percent believed it 
would get worse or much worse. A Tung Chung District Councilor stated that, “There 
would be a pressure on public transportation because of the increase in jobs due to an 
expansion; however the Tung Chung MTR is unable to handle more than its current two 
trains.” Other interviewees made a prediction that a subsidy to expand transport capacity 
and efficiency would take about ten years to complete. Nonetheless, the interviewees 
believed transportation would only be addressed after the airport expansion was finished 
and identified as a problem. 
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Costs and Availability of Housing 
Tung Chung survey respondents believed that with an expansion, the cost of housing 
would increase. 
Seventy four percent of respondents believed there would be an increase in the cost of 
housing in Tung Chung after a third runway expansion at HKIA. Only 7 percent believed 
that housing costs might decrease. There was a consensus among respondents that their 
living environment would be negatively affected by the airport expansion, but that those 
factors would not affect the cost housing in Tung Chung. A District Councilman in Tung 
Chung believed that many of the new airport employees and their families would move to 
Tung Chung due to its close proximity to the airport which would result in higher rent 
prices. Other interviews described the increase in rent as an inconvenience, but 
acknowledged that it was a necessary byproduct that would allow the community to 
grow. 
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5. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
In this chapter, we present a summary of our significant discoveries and provide 
recommendations for further research. Key findings have brought to light how the 
impacts from the Hong Kong International Airport affect aspects of the daily life of Tung 
Chung residents. 
 
Awareness, perceptions, and views differed among respondents in Tung Chung.  
Eighty-six percent of our survey respondents were aware of the third runway expansion. 
Of the 200 respondents, 46 percent supported the third runway expansion at HKIA, yet 
their support was not as strong as a broader sample of Hong Kong residents. A majority 
of respondents (76 percent) had not participated in any public consultation activity and 83 
percent felt either neutral or dissatisfied with the government’s assessment of the cost 
and benefits of the project. We found statistically significant differences in opinions 
between groups of people with different socioeconomic factors. Respondents living in 
private housing tended to have stronger positive and negative opinions of the airport and 
its proposed expansion. Although our findings cannot represent all the views and 
opinions of those living in Tung Chung, the results of our survey were consistent with the 
views and opinions residents expressed during interviews.  
 
Respondents had optimistic views about the airport expansion despite their belief that 
negative impacts may become worse in their community. 
Our survey results showed that the airport mainly had a somewhat positive or negative 
impact rather than a strong positive or negative impact on Tung Chung respondents’ 
daily lives. Survey respondents believed that air pollution, noise, and health issues caused 
by the airport were currently a problem in Tung Chung. Also, they suspected that the 
third runway expansion would increase air pollution, noise, the cost of housing and 
services, and adversely affect individual health in Tung Chung. Even though a majority 
of respondents believed the expansion would have several negative impacts on their 
community, they had a positive outlook on changes in job availability and access to 
public transportation. With that said, 46 percent of our respondents supported the third 
runway expansion for the economic benefits and services that it was expected to bring to 
both Tung Chung and Hong Kong as a whole. Figure 5-1 shows the average views of 
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survey respondents with regards to the positive or negative impacts. 
 
Figure 5-1: Respondents overall views of Impacts after a potential 3rd runway 
expansion. 
 
5.1 Recommendations for Further Research 
Additional research on impacts to communities surrounding HKIA 
The Airport Authority of Hong Kong is required by law to conduct a full scale 
environmental impact assessment of the two expansion options that are included in the 
Master Plan 2030 before the construction of a third runway. We suggest that, as part of 
this environmental impact assessment, the Airport Authority conduct an in depth 
evaluation of the perceptions of residents in Tung Chung. Our study showed that 
residents felt the airport expansion would have both positive and negative impacts on life 
in Tung Chung.  
 
Impacts residents expressed feelings for that were not mentioned in the Master Plan 2030, 
or any other assessments completed for the airport expansion included: accessibility to 
public transportation, cost of housing and services, availability to services and job 
availability. Respondents believed that accessibility to public transportation and job 
availability would become better after a third runway expansion. However, we found that 
there have been no plans to account for the potential social changes in Tung Chung.  We 
believe investigating these social impacts could assist the Airport Authority and the Hong 
Kong Government in preventing future problems from arising. 
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While our survey revealed some interesting differences in perceptions, it was difficult to 
understand the reasons why people had varying perceptions. A suggestion we have for 
follow-up studies on perception is for researchers to place a greater emphasis on 
discovering the reasons why perceptions vary. This may provide researchers with insight 
into how socioeconomic groups are affected differently.   
 
Investigate additional methods to involve all stakeholders of Hong Kong International 
Airport in future expansion projects. 
We found that some respondents were not aware of the proposed expansion and most had 
not participated in any activity of the public consultation. The lack of involvement in 
activities for the Master Plan 2030 may have influenced the neutral view towards the 
Government’s assessment of the third runway expansion. This implies that the 
Government has been using ineffective methods to communicate and educate the airport 
impacts to the residents in Tung Chung. Further research on the views of residents may 
explain the reason for their lack of awareness and could assist the government in making 
decisions or adjustments in their future plans. We suggest that the government explore 
new venues to communicate and receive input from the residents, especially those in 
public housing, when proposing additional infrastructure projects.  
 
5.2 Impact of this Project 
The purpose of our project was to bring attention to Tung Chung residents’ perceptions of 
the impacts attributed to Hong Kong International Airport and the effects that a third 
runway expansion will have on Tung Chung. Unlike many other communities 
surrounding airports, Tung Chung is unique in that while its residents acknowledged that 
the negative impacts the airport would have on their community would get worse with an 
expansion, they were still in support of it and expressed optimism about the economic 
benefits it was expected to have. We found statistical significance between the 
perceptions and socioeconomic factors of respondents. In closing, it is our hope that this 
study can be a small contribution to raise awareness of the effects that Hong Kong 
International Airport has on residents in Tung Chung. 
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Appendix A: Interview Process and Transcripts 
 
A1: Interview Protocol 
 
Protocol for Interview with Tung Chung Residents  
Interviewee’s Contact Information: 
Time and Date: 
Location: 
 
Purpose: 
The purpose of interviewing Tung Chung residents was to establish a preliminary 
understanding of the perception of impacts endured by Hong Kong International Airport 
(HKIA). With the assistance of students from Hong Kong Institute of Education 
(HKIEd), who are fluent in both English and Cantonese, we interviewed the residents to 
gain an understanding of possible common community concerns. The information 
gathered from these interviews was used to help develop a survey questionnaire, which 
was distributed to people in Tung Chung to assess their concerns about the airport 
impacts and concerns in their community. 
 
Protocol: 
Our group contacted the interviewee through email and introduced ourselves as a team of 
students from Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) working with HKIEd on a research 
study to whether socioeconomic factors of Tung Chung residents affects their perception 
of impacts associated with HKIA and its proposed expansion. After the interviewee 
agreed to an interview, a date, time, and location was set up at the connivance of the 
interviewee. Finally, we prepared ourselves for the interview by reviewing the 
interviewee’s professional background and the questions that we wish to ask them. 
Topics covered in the interview will include: 
 
 Community concerns and perceptions of operations at HKIA 
 Opinions of the proposed expansion to HKIA 
 Pollution in the community (noise and air) and its effects to the people in 
Tung Chung 
 Overview of their perception of health in the New Town Tung Chung 
 Different socioeconomic status of Tung Chung residents and how it affects 
their perception of impacts caused by airport operations 
 Recommendations on how we may approach residents while conducting 
the survey to get the best results from our survey 
 Other community concerns in Tung Chung regarding HKIA 
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Questions  
1. What do you think are the greatest concerns within the Tung Chung community 
regarding the airport?  
2. Do you feel that Tung Chung is highly affected by various types of air pollution? 
3. Do you think that the airport contributes much to air pollution?  
4. If pollution is a problem, do you think residents from Tung Chung take necessary 
steps in order to prevent the effects of pollution? If so, can you specify how? 
5. Are health effects a major concern among residents of Tung Chung? Do you feel 
that the airport contributes to health problems in your community?  
6. Aside from physical health effects, do you think airport operations affect residents 
at a psychological level such as increased levels of stress, sleep deprivation or 
anxiety? 
7. Do you feel that Hong Kong International Airport operations affect daily life in 
Tung Chung? If so, can you specify any negative and positive affects? 
8. Do you think Tung Chung residents are aware of HKIA’s expansion project? If 
so, can you describe the community’s general opinions on the HKIA’s expansion? 
9. Are effects on the environment a major concern among the people of Tung 
Chung? (Land reclamation) 
10. Do you think that Tung Chung will benefit from this expansion? Why or why not? 
11. Do you think people of various socioeconomic statuses may have different 
perceptions on health impacts from HKIA operations? What makes you come to 
this conclusion? 
12. Can you help us to get more interviews with either residents of Tung Chung or 
individuals knowledgeable about the Tung Chung Community? 
13. Would you be willing to help us distribute our questionnaires to any of your 
contacts or groups of people you think would be willing to help us? 
14. May we use your name in our research project if need be? 
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A2: Interviews with Tung Chung Residents  
 
The individuals we interviewed all lived in Tung Chung and had varying socioeconomic 
backgrounds. They represented two types of housing found in Tung Chung, private and 
private. Four of the individuals interviewed lived in public housing and three lived in 
private housing. Our interviewees included an environmentalist, a Tung Chung District 
Councilor, a private business owner, an airport worker, and a family living in public 
housing. 
 
Our interviews were informal and took place in public places. We did not utilize a 
recording device in our interviews, but notes were recorded throughout the interviews. 
The following are summaries from what we learned from each interview. 
 
Interview with the Environmentalist  
According to the environmentalist, the community’s main concerns were services, 
transportation, and job opportunities. Tung Chung had a lack of services such as 
shopping and restaurants that required a lengthy commute for additional options. He 
noted that the transportation between Tung Chung and other districts of Hong Kong was 
inconvenient due to its expense and time consumption. According to our interviewee, 
residents paid at least 25 to 30 HKD per day on travelling expenses. This extensive 
commute was due to the lack of job opportunities in the immediate area. He personally 
believed that living in Tung Chung for a short period of time was fine; however it could 
become quite boring in the long-term.  
 
The environmentalist further revealed general views about pollution. In Tung Chung 
there weren’t many concerns about air pollution since it was not as bad as other regions 
of Hong Kong. Nonetheless, if there was any type of concern about air pollution, it would 
be that coming from Mainland China especially during the winter. In addition, he 
mentioned that noise pollution in Tung Chung was not a big problem compared to other 
areas in Hong Kong. For instance areas like Tsuen Wan, located in the Kowloon area, 
were more concerned with the increased noise caused by an expansion than residents in 
Tung Chung due to its location. Tsuen Wan is directly under the flight paths of the planes 
that arrive and departure to Hong Kong. 
 
Most of the residents are used to noise coming from the airport, so it doesn’t affect them 
psychologically. In fact, the professor emphasized that there were many sectors of Tung 
Chung who can’t hear airport operations. The residents who may be affected were those 
living in private housing, since their buildings are the closest to the airport. Also, he 
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mentioned that the only time where noise could be a problem was at night; however, this 
was controlled by regulations that limit the amount of air traffic at night.  
 
The professor also highlighted that people took minor steps to prevent the effects of 
pollution. He stated that about 95 percent of the people living in Tung Chung had air 
conditioners and not many people wore masks for pollution purposes. In fact, people 
were more concerned about water pollution. He only knew about one specific case where 
a resident used double glazed window to limit noise.  
 
Finally, we proceeded to ask him about the expansion and the resident’s general opinion. 
Overall people in Tung Chung were well aware of the expansion and most of them 
supported it. Instead, people were more worried about the proposed bridge project that 
will go from Hong Kong to Macau. Personally, he believed that the third runway option 
was a better option for Tung Chung and Hong Kong. With an expansion, more jobs and 
services would be generated. However, he thought that there were still some negative 
effects to consider such as an increase in rent due to expansion. 
 
Even though many people supported the expansion, there were still some residents whom 
had several concerns. He mentioned a case about an elder resident who complained about 
the proposal expansion; however this was dismissed due to lack of support. Also there 
were environmental groups such as the Harbour Reclamation Group, and some activists 
who were very alarmed with the expansion and its effects on the ecosystem. Overall, 
people were more worried about reclamation and its effect on the White Chinese 
Dolphins and marine ecosystems.  
Interview with a Tung Chung District Counselor 
The district counselor we interviewed felt that currently the biggest concerns regarding 
the airport include transportation services, job availability, the availability of services 
such as and the increasing population that it has caused in Tung Chung. He felt that 
property values would rise as a result of the increase in population that an airport 
expansion would bring. The distrust councilor believed that noise pollution in Tung 
Chung would be reduced as a result of a third runway due to the fact that bigger nosier 
planes would be moved to the third runway which is located father away from Tung 
Chung. Air pollution caused by the airport was something the counselor did not see as a 
problem and he felt that innovations in the aviation industry to reduce pollution would 
offset the increase in air pollution caused by the airport.  
 
We proceeded to ask the district counselor whether he felt people from varying 
socioeconomic backgrounds would have different views and opinions of the airport and 
its proposed expansion. The counselor estimated that 88 percent of the residents in Tung 
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Chung supported airport expansion and 66 percent of residents supported the third 
runway proposal. He felt that most of the people living in public housing supported the 
third runway proposal due to the number of jobs that it is expected to create. He 
estimated that approximately 90 percent of residents living in private housing supported 
airport expansion and approximately 50 percent of the residents supported the proposal to 
construct a third runway.  
 
The district counselor felt that Hong Kong International Airport only contributed to 
approximately 2 to 3 percent of the total air pollution in Hong Kong and approximately 
50 to 70 percent of the air pollution in Tung Chung was a result of airport operations. He 
cited that the worst air pollution in Tung Chung occurred on hot summer days especially 
around noontime. People in Tung Chung attribute most of the air pollution in Tung 
Chung to Mainland China, which he believed has improved over the past five years. 
Health problems were not an impact that residents saw as a result of airport operations 
according to. The district counselor felt that overall, the people of Tung Chung are in 
good mental health. 
 
Another concern that the councilor had with the airport expansion was the pressure that it 
would put on the services and spaces that are current limited in Tung Chung; he felt that 
the due to the limited space in Tung Chung both residential and retail space would be 
stressed by the third runway. The counselor felt that in order to accommodate the 
additional 88,000 people that are expected to move into Tung Chung as a result of the 
third runway expansion the government would need to reclaim land for Tung Chung to 
expand. Overall, the district counselor that we spoke to felt that the people he represented 
saw the third runway as both necessary for Hong Kong and beneficial for Tung Chung. 
 
Interview with the Business Owner and the Airport Worker 
Both of the interviewees agreed that the residents would be inclined to care more about 
how the airport influences them economically than environmentally. They believe the 
reason a majority of residents in Tung Chung support the expansion is due to an increase 
in job opportunities. The airport worker personally believed that people with low income 
would tend to care more about the job opportunities than people with a medium or high 
income who they believed would care more about the environmental factors. Also, they 
believed that daily services will be enhanced, which would help the community’s 
economy as a whole.  
 
After talking about the general views of the airport, we proceeded to ask them about 
pollution in Tung Chung. According to both interviewees, air pollution has always been a 
problem in the community. It was an ongoing problem not only in Tung Chung but in 
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Hong Kong as a whole. Residents believed that there was not much that could be done 
with the pollution levels at this stage. Even though they were aware of global pollution 
problem and the influence Hong Kong has over it, people tended to care more about their 
individual economic benefits. Regarding the expansion, the airport worker believed that 
advances in technology would offset the increase from a third runway. He said that the 
new models would in fact reduce air pollution.  
 
Interview with Three Residents of Public Housing 
Overall the family was not concerned with the environment and health effects attributed 
to the airport. They believed they were safe from the noise pollution coming from the 
planes and did not think the air quality was deteriorating. The third runway would not 
affect them because it would be built furthest away from Tung Chung. Currently they are 
concerned with 60,000 job opportunities and with an expansion this number would 
increase. They believed this will bring prosperity to the Tung Chung Estates. They also 
believe land price will rise and that jobs will offset the increase in property values. 
Overall they had a very positive response to the expansion. 
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Appendix B: Surveys 
Survey (English Version): 
 
                                          
Tung Chung Resident Perceptions of  
Hong Kong International Airport 
Thank you for taking the time to fill out our survey. We are American students working with Hong Kong 
Institute of Education to study the impacts of Hong Kong International Airport and its proposed third 
runway expansion from the perspective of Tung Chung residents. This survey will be used for academic 
purposes only and respondents will remain anonymous. You may complete this survey and: 1) Give to 
surveyor immediately. 2) Mail to address on back (no postage required). 3) Complete the survey online 
from the given link. 
 
Notice: Please complete this survey only if you are a resident of Tung Chung 
 
Part A: Perceptions of Impacts from Hong Kong International Airport 
Please check or “X” the box next to the answer you feel best represents your thoughts for each question. 
1. Overall, what impact does the airport have on your daily life? 
Strong Negative Impact Somewhat Negative Impact No Impact  
Somewhat Positive Impact Strong Positive Impact 
2. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: Air pollution is a 
problem in Tung Chung. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree Neutral Somewhat Agree 
 Strongly Agree 
3. How much do you think each of the following contributes to air pollution in 
Tung Chung? 
                              None              Little         Moderate            Large 
Mainland China            
Construction Projects          
The Airport            
Automotive Emissions          
Other (specify):           
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4. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: Noise pollution is 
a problem in Tung Chung. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree Neutral Somewhat Agree  
Strongly Agree 
5. How much do you think each of the following contributes to noise pollution in 
Tung Chung? 
                    None             Little         Moderate            Large 
City Activity (people, shops, etc.)         
Construction Projects          
The Airport            
Automotive Traffic          
Other (specify):           
6. Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: The Airport 
causes you health problems. 
 Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree Neutral Somewhat Agree 
 Strongly Agree 
7. How much do you think the airport contributes to any of the following health 
issues you may experience? 
           Not Applicable               Little         Moderate            Large 
Stress            
Hypertension           
Sleep Deprivation           
Respiratory Problems          
Other (specify):           
Part B: Perception on Airport Third Runway Expansion Proposal 
8. Are you aware of the proposed third runway expansion?  Yes    No 
9. Have you participated in any activity of Hong Kong International Airport 
Master Plan 2030? 
Submitted Opinion during the Public Consultation Period  Joined Exhibitions / Road shows   
Read Consultation Document or Website   Joined Public Forum  None 
10. In general, how do you feel about the third runway expansion? 
Strongly Against Somewhat Against Neutral Somewhat Support 
 Strongly Support 
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11. Which of these eight factors have the strongest influence on your view of the 
airport expansion? Please RANK them from 1 to 8, with 1 being the strongest 
influence and 8 being the weakest influence  
 
 
For Questions 12-16: How do you think the expansion of the airport would change 
each of the following aspects of life in Tung Chung? 
12. Air Pollution: Much Worse Worse No Change Better
 Much Better  
13. Noise Pollution: Much Worse Worse No Change Better
 Much Better  
14. Personal Health: Much Worse Worse No Change Better
 Much Better 
15. Job Availability: Much Worse Worse No Change Better
 Much Better 
16. Accessibility of Public Transportation: 
 Much Worse Worse No Change Better Much Better 
 
17. How do you think cost of housing would change in Tung Chung with an 
expansion of the airport? 
Big Decrease Decrease Stay the Same Increase Big Increase 
18. How do you think the prices of services (food, utilities, shopping, etc.) would 
change in Tung Chung with an expansion of the airport? 
Big Decrease Decrease Stay the Same Increase Big Increase 
19. How do you think the availability of services (food, shopping, etc.) you use 
would change in Tung Chung with an expansion of the airport? 
Much Worse Worse No Change Better Much Better  
20. What is your level of concern regarding the potential environmental effects 
of the land reclamation needed for construction of a third runway? 
Issue Rank  Issue Rank 
Air Quality   Job Security or Availability  
Noise Level   Cost of Living (housing and services)  
Health   Availability of Services (food, shopping) 
 
Accessibility to Transportation   Land Reclamation  
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Very Unconcerned Somewhat Unconcerned   Somewhat Concerned Very Concerned 
21. Rate your level of concern about the possible effects of land reclamation for 
the third runway. 
Concern     None            Little         Moderate            Large 
Chinese White Dolphin          
Destruction of Scenic Views         
Effects on Coastal Marine Ecology          
Effects on Local Fisheries          
 
22. Are you satisfied with the assessments that the government has conducted to 
weigh the costs and benefits of the third runway? 
  Very Dissatisfied Somewhat Dissatisfied Neutral Somewhat Satisfied 
  Very Satisfied  
 
Part C: A Few Last Questions 
23. What is your gender?   
Male              Female 
24. How many years have you been a resident of Tung Chung?   
Less than 1 year 1-3 years 4-8 years More than 8 years 
25. Which type of housing do you live in? 
Public Private 
26. What is your age?   
 18 - 24  25 - 34    35 - 49  50 - 64  65 and over 
27. What is your personal Monthly Income (HKD)? 
 No Income   ≤ 3,999  4,000 - 9,999  10,000 - 19,999  
 20,000 – 29,999   ≥ 30,000  
28. What is the highest level of education you have completed?   
 Primary or below Secondary Tertiary Post-Graduate 
29. Do you work at the airport?   
 No   Yes, Occupation______________________ 
 
Please list any additional comments or concerns about Hong Kong International 
Airport or its proposed expansion. 
 
49 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your time. 
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Survey (Chinese Version): 
                                         
東涌居民對香港國際機場的看法 
您好，我們是來自美國  Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) 
的大學生，現在與香港教育學院社會科學系合作研究香港國際機場及第三條跑道發展計劃對東涌居民的影響。您可以  1) 
現場回答問卷， 2) 在月 日前2 12 郵寄至問卷背頁的地址無需貼上郵票 或( ) 3) 
在互聯網完成問卷。是次調 只用作學術研究查 ，問卷會在完成研究後銷毀。  
 
請注意： 是次調 對象只限於居住東涌的成年人查  
 
第一部份: 有關香港國際機場的影響 
請在適當的方格 填上內 「 」X  
1. 總括來說，您認為機場如何影響您的日常生活? 
 非常負面 少許負面 沒有影響 少許正面 非常正面 
2. 您對「 空氣 染是東涌的污 社區問題」 這句陳述的意見是 
 非常反對 少許反對 中立 少許贊同 非常贊同 
3. 您認為下列各個項目在多大程度上造成東涌空氣 染的問題污 ？ 
               完全沒有 很小程度 一般                            很大程度 
中國 地內                                  
建築地盤                                 
香港國際機場           
汽車排放                      
其他(請註明):           
 
4. 您對「 噪音是東涌的社區問題」 這句陳述的意見是 
 非常反對 少許反對 中立 少許贊同 非常贊同 
5. 您認為下列各個項目在多大程度上造成東涌噪音 染的問題污 ？ 
                完全沒有 很小程度 一般                         很大程度 
城市活動 人流，  ( 商鋪等)                      
建築地盤                             
香港國際機場           
汽車            
其他(請註明):           
6. 您對「 機場令您出現健康問題」 這句陳述的意見是 
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非常反對 少許反對 中立 少許贊同 非常贊同 
7. 您認為機場在多大程度上令您出現下列的健康問題？ 
             不適用              很小程度            一般         很大程度 
壓力           
過度緊張          
睡眠不足                            
呼吸問題                                   
其他(請註明):          
第二部份: 有關第三條跑道發展計劃 
8. 您是否知道香港國際機場的第三條跑道發展計劃? 知道   不知道 
 
9. 您有沒有參與下列香港國際機場 規劃大綱2030 的活動？(可選多項) 
在諮詢期內向當局提交意見   參 展覽閱         參閱規劃報告文件或網頁  
參與公開論壇 沒有參與 
 
10. 總括來說，您對第三條跑道發展計劃的立場是 
非常反對 少許反對 中立 少許贊同 非常贊同 
 
11. 以下八個因素，那一項最影響您對機場擴建的看法? 
請將下列因素排序， 為最大影響； 為最小影響1 8 。  
 
考慮因素 排名  考慮因素 排名 
空氣質素   就業機會  
噪音程度   生活成本 (房屋及服務)  
健康問題   服務供應 (飲食及購物)  
交通的方便性   填海  
 
回答問題12-16，您認為香港國際機場的擴建計劃將如何改變下列東涌居民的生活？ 
12. 空氣 染污 : 非常差 較差 不變 較好 
非常好 
13. 噪音 染污 : 非常差 較差 不變 較好 
非常好 
14. 個人健康: 非常差 較差 不變 較好 
非常好  
15. 就業機會: 非常差 較差 不變 較好 
非常好  
16. 公共交通的方便性:  
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非常差 較差 不變 較好 非常好  
 
17. 您認為東涌樓價在機場擴建後會有何改變？ 
大幅下降 少許下降 不變 少許上升 大幅上升 
 
18. 您認為東涌的消費服務價格(如食物、購物等)在機場擴建後會有何改變？ 
大幅下降 少許下降 不變 少許上升 大幅上升 
 
19. 您認為東涌的消費服務供應(如食物、購物等)在機場擴建後會有何改變？ 
非常差 較差 不變 較好 非常好 
 
20. 您是否關注建設第三條跑道的填海工程對環境的影響？  
非常冷淡 冷淡 關心 非常關心 
 
21. 請表示您對第三條跑道填海工程可能 生產 的下列環境影響的關注度 
關注     沒有            很小程度        一般         很大程度 
中華白海豚           
破壞景觀           
沿海海洋生態的影響          
對當地漁業的影響          
 
 
22. 您是否滿意政府對第三條跑道的成本和效益評估？ 
非常不滿意 不滿意 中立 滿意 非常滿意 
 
第三部份： 最後幾條問題 
23. 您的性別是   
男              女 
 
24. 您在東涌居住了多久?   
1年以下 1-3年 4-8年  8年以上 
 
25. 您居於甚麼類型的住宅? 
公共房屋 (包括居屋)         私人樓宇 
 
26. 您的年齡是   
 18 - 24  25 - 34    35 - 49  50 - 64  65 或以上 
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27. 您的每月個人收入(港元)是 
 沒有收入   ≤ 3,999  4,000 - 9,999  10,000 - 19,999  
 20,000 – 29,999   ≥ 30,000 
  
28. 您的最高學歷是   
 小學或以下   中學  專上教育大學/   碩士或博士 
 
29. 您是否在香港國際機場 工作內 ?   
 否  是, 職業是______________________ 
 
 
請寫下您對香港國際機場或第三條跑道發展計劃的其他意見 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
謝謝您的參與。  
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Back Page Mailing Instructions 
 
  Step 2:                 步驟2: 
Seal here with rubber tape     以膠紙封口 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -   
Step 1: Fold along this line   步驟1: 沿虛線對摺 
 
 
Step 2: 
Seal here w
ith rubber tape 
Step 2: 
Seal here w
ith rubber tape 
步
驟
2: 
以
膠
紙
封
口
 
步
驟
2: 
以
膠
紙
封
口
 
To / 寄: 
 
Freepost Name 
Service 
Dr. Alice Sin Yin 
Chow 
FREEPOST NO. 94 
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Appendix C: Advertising 
Poster (English Version): 
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Poster (Chinese Version): 
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Business Card (English Version): 
 
 
 
Business Card (Chinese Version): 
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Appendix D: Survey Results 
 
The following charts are a summary of the 200 questionnaires we collected both in 
person and online from Tung Chung residents. These charts are a detailed summary that 
include total frequencies and frequencies associated with the seven demographic 
questions: gender, age, type of housing, length of residence, monthly income, highest 
level of education, and whether they work at the airport. Although we surveyed 200 
residents, some respondents omitted certain questions and therefore influenced the total 
number of responses per question. Our analysis did not take into consideration the 
questions that were omitted; therefore some tables will have a reduced number of total 
respondents. Please note additional influences in our charts. 
 
 TR: Total Respondents 
 
 Percentages are rounded up +/- 1%, therefore some tables will add to greater than 
100%.  
 
 We have found significance with specific demographics and their responses 
to certain questions. We list the p values in the following charts. Keep in mind 
that we are 95% sure the true percentage of the Tung Chung resident population 
lies within +/- 7% of the survey responses; therefore our study is not 
representative of Tung Chung as a whole. 
 
 Question 9: 48 respondents have participated in one or more of our mentioned 
activities of HKIA Master Plan 2030. This number represents 24% of total 
respondents. The other 76% have not participated in any activity of the Master 
Plan 2030. The percentages calculated in the charts are based off of the total 
surveyed respondents who had participated in a public consultation activity, not 
the total of respondents; therefore the percentages will not equal 100%. Due to the 
nature of this question, there are multiple p values in this chart. These p values 
correspond to the type of demographic that is associated within the column value.  
 
 Question 11: Omitted because of misinterpretation of the question, which 
therefore resulted in insufficient and unreliable data.  
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 9 5% 41 21% 67 34% 51 26% 32 16% 200
Gender    p=.03
Male 8 7% 19 16% 36 37% 37 31% 19 16% 119
Female 1 1% 22 27% 31 38% 14 17% 13 16% 81
Housing Type        p=.0015
Public 4 4% 16 16% 48 47% 21 20% 14 14% 103
Private 5 5% 25 26% 18 19% 30 31% 18 19% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 1 8% 7 58% 2 17% 2 17% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 9 27% 8 24% 12 36% 3 9% 33
4 - 8 years 0 0% 14 29% 13 27% 9 18% 13 27% 49
More than 8 years 8 8% 17 16% 38 37% 27 26% 14 13% 104
Age p=2.75E-17
18-24 0 0% 3 8% 14 39% 13 36% 6 17% 36
25-34 0 0% 5 16% 12 39% 8 26% 6 19% 31
35-49 2 3% 16 24% 16 24% 20 30% 13 19% 67
50-64 6 12% 12 24% 17 35% 8 16% 6 12% 49
65 and Over 1 6% 5 29% 8 47% 2 12% 1 6% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 2 5% 7 18% 19 49% 2 5% 9 23% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 3 21% 6 43% 3 21% 2 14% 14
4,000-9,999 1 6% 2 13% 7 44% 5 31% 1 6% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 10 19% 16 30% 16 30% 10 19% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 10 36% 8 29% 8 29% 2 7% 28
More than 30,000 5 11% 9 19% 9 19% 17 36% 7 15% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 6 9% 10 14% 27 39% 14 20% 13 19% 70
Tertiary 1 1% 25 25% 34 34% 28 28% 13 13% 101
Post-Graduate 2 8% 6 24% 3 12% 9 36% 5 20% 25
Work at Airport
No 9 6% 34 22% 55 35% 34 22% 24 15% 156
Yes 0 0% 7 16% 12 28% 17 40% 7 16% 43
Somewhat 
Negative  
Impact
Neutral
Somewhat 
Positive  
Impact
Strong 
Posi tive  
Impact
TR
Question 1.  Overall, what impact does the airport have on your daily life?
Strong 
Negative  
Impact
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 21 11% 21 11% 53 27% 59 30% 46 23% 200
Gender
Male 11 9% 12 10% 29 24% 39 33% 28 24% 119
Female 10 12% 9 11% 24 30% 20 25% 18 22% 81
Housing Type
Public 10 10% 10 10% 29 28% 30 29% 24 23% 103
Private 10 10% 11 11% 24 25% 29 30% 22 23% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 1 8% 1 8% 4 33% 6 50% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 4 12% 12 36% 10 30% 6 18% 33
4 - 8 years 7 14% 4 8% 11 22% 15 31% 12 24% 49
More than 8 years 11 11% 12 12% 25 24% 28 27% 28 27% 104
Age
18-24 2 6% 5 14% 10 28% 10 28% 9 25% 36
25-34 3 10% 1 3% 10 32% 11 35% 6 19% 31
35-49 8 12% 9 13% 12 18% 25 37% 13 19% 67
50-64 6 12% 4 8% 16 33% 9 18% 14 29% 49
65 and Over 2 12% 2 12% 5 29% 4 24% 4 24% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 6 15% 2 5% 13 33% 7 18% 11 28% 39
Less than 3,999 1 7% 2 14% 6 43% 4 29% 1 7% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 1 6% 2 13% 8 50% 5 31% 16
10,000-19,999 5 9% 8 15% 15 28% 19 36% 6 11% 53
20,000-29,999 5 18% 5 18% 9 32% 5 18% 4 14% 28
More than 30,000 4 9% 3 6% 7 15% 15 32% 18 38% 47
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 3
Secondary 8 11% 8 11% 21 30% 17 24% 16 23% 70
Tertiary 9 9% 11 11% 27 27% 32 32% 22 22% 101
Post-Graduate 3 12% 2 8% 5 20% 8 32% 7 28% 25
Work at Airport
No 19 12% 13 8% 44 28% 43 28% 37 24% 156
Yes 2 5% 8 19% 9 21% 16 37% 8 19% 43
Strongly 
Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree TR
Question 2.  Indicate your level of agreement with the following statement: Air 
pollution is a problem in Tung Chung.
Strongly 
Agree
Somewhat 
AgreeNeutral
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 4 2% 17 9% 55 28% 120 61% 196
Gender
Male 0 0% 13 11% 34 29% 72 61% 119
Female 4 5% 4 5% 21 27% 48 62% 77
Housing Type
Public 1 1% 7 7% 26 26% 66 66% 100
Private 3 3% 10 11% 29 31% 53 56% 95
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 1 9% 5 45% 5 45% 11
1 - 3 years 1 3% 6 18% 8 24% 18 55% 33
4 - 8 years 2 4% 4 9% 14 30% 27 57% 47
More than 8 years 1 1% 6 6% 27 26% 69 67% 103
Age
18-24 0 0% 4 11% 13 37% 18 51% 35
25-34 1 3% 3 10% 11 37% 15 50% 30
35-49 2 3% 3 4% 13 19% 49 73% 67
50-64 1 2% 3 6% 13 28% 30 64% 47
65 and Over 0 0% 4 24% 5 29% 8 47% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 0 0% 3 8% 9 24% 25 68% 37
Less than 3,999 0 0% 2 15% 7 54% 4 31% 13
4,000-9,999 0 0% 0 0% 1 6% 15 94% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 3 6% 20 38% 29 55% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 5 18% 9 32% 14 50% 28
More than 30,000 1 2% 4 9% 9 20% 32 70% 46
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 3
Secondary 1 1% 8 12% 15 22% 44 65% 68
Tertiary 3 3% 7 7% 32 32% 58 58% 100
Post-Graduate 0 0% 2 8% 7 29% 15 63% 24
Work at Airport
No 4 3% 14 9% 43 28% 91 60% 152
Yes 0 0% 3 7% 12 28% 28 65% 43
Question 3.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
air pollution in Tung Chung?  A. Mainland China
LargeModerate TRNone Little
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 6 3% 41 21% 98 49% 53 27% 198
Gender
Male 3 3% 28 24% 55 47% 31 26% 117
Female 3 4% 13 16% 43 53% 22 27% 81
Housing Type
Public 3 3% 15 15% 55 53% 30 29% 103
Private 3 3% 26 28% 42 45% 23 24% 94
Length of Residence       p=.0034
Less than 1 year 0 0% 5 42% 4 33% 3 25% 12
1 - 3 years 4 12% 10 30% 14 42% 5 15% 33
4 - 8 years 0 0% 9 18% 26 53% 14 29% 49
More than 8 years 2 2% 16 16% 53 52% 31 30% 102
Age
18-24 0 0% 7 19% 20 56% 9 25% 36
25-34 1 3% 8 26% 16 52% 6 19% 31
35-49 4 6% 16 24% 30 45% 17 25% 67
50-64 1 2% 7 15% 21 45% 18 38% 47
65 and Over 0 0% 3 18% 11 65% 3 18% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 0 0% 7 18% 20 51% 12 31% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 2 14% 7 50% 5 36% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 0 0% 12 75% 4 25% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 9 17% 32 60% 11 21% 53
20,000-29,999 1 4% 6 21% 12 43% 9 32% 28
More than 30,000 2 4% 17 38% 14 31% 12 27% 45
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 3
Secondary 2 3% 10 15% 32 47% 24 35% 68
Tertiary 4 4% 24 24% 51 50% 22 22% 101
Post-Graduate 0 0% 7 28% 11 44% 7 28% 25
Work at Airport
No 6 4% 30 19% 78 51% 40 26% 154
Yes 0 0% 10 23% 20 47% 13 30% 43
Moderate Large TRLittleNone
Question 3.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
air pollution in Tung Chung?  B. Construction Projects
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 10 5% 57 29% 91 46% 39 20% 197
Gender
Male 6 5% 34 29% 57 48% 21 18% 118
Female 4 5% 23 29% 34 43% 18 23% 79
Housing Type
Public 7 7% 32 32% 43 43% 19 19% 101
Private 3 3% 25 26% 47 49% 20 21% 95
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 3 25% 9 75% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 2 6% 11 34% 14 44% 5 16% 32
4 - 8 years 1 2% 12 25% 26 54% 9 19% 48
More than 8 years 7 7% 30 29% 41 40% 25 24% 103
Age
18-24 1 3% 15 42% 18 50% 2 6% 36
25-34 1 3% 7 23% 20 65% 3 10% 31
35-49 3 5% 16 24% 31 47% 16 24% 66
50-64 3 6% 14 30% 17 36% 13 28% 47
65 and Over 2 12% 5 29% 5 29% 5 29% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 2 5% 7 18% 24 62% 6 15% 39
Less than 3,999 1 7% 6 43% 3 21% 4 29% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 6 40% 3 20% 6 40% 15
10,000-19,999 3 6% 16 30% 25 47% 9 17% 53
20,000-29,999 2 7% 5 19% 17 63% 3 11% 27
More than 30,000 1 2% 16 35% 18 39% 11 24% 46
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 3
Secondary 4 6% 18 26% 27 40% 19 28% 68
Tertiary 6 6% 29 29% 51 51% 14 14% 100
Post-Graduate 0 0% 9 36% 10 40% 6 24% 25
Work at Airport
No 9 6% 40 26% 74 48% 30 20% 153
Yes 1 2% 16 37% 17 40% 9 21% 43
None Little Moderate Large
Question 3.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
air pollution in Tung Chung?  C. The Airport
TR
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 0 0% 42 21% 102 52% 52 27% 196
Gender
Male 0 0% 25 21% 62 53% 30 26% 117
Female 0 0% 17 22% 40 51% 22 28% 79
Housing Type        p=.0094
Public 0 0% 20 20% 46 45% 36 35% 102
Private 0 0% 22 24% 56 60% 15 16% 93
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 2 17% 5 42% 5 42% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 6 19% 22 69% 4 13% 32
4 - 8 years 0 0% 10 21% 22 46% 16 33% 48
More than 8 years 0 0% 24 24% 52 51% 26 25% 102
Age
18-24 0 0% 10 28% 17 47% 9 25% 36
25-34 0 0% 5 16% 17 55% 9 29% 31
35-49 0 0% 14 22% 36 56% 14 22% 64
50-64 0 0% 9 19% 24 50% 15 31% 48
65 and Over 0 0% 4 24% 8 47% 5 29% 17
Income (Monthly)        p=.0056
No Income 0 0% 5 13% 19 49% 15 38% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 6 43% 6 43% 2 14% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 4 25% 6 38% 6 38% 16
10,000-19,999 0 0% 10 20% 21 41% 20 39% 51
20,000-29,999 0 0% 3 11% 21 75% 4 14% 28
More than 30,000 0 0% 13 29% 27 60% 5 11% 45
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3
Secondary 0 0% 10 14% 34 49% 25 36% 69
Tertiary 0 0% 21 21% 55 56% 23 23% 99
Post-Graduate 0 0% 9 38% 12 50% 3 13% 24
Work at Airport
No 0 0% 31 20% 80 53% 41 27% 152
Yes 0 0% 10 23% 22 51% 11 26% 43
Question 3.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to air pollution 
in Tung Chung?  D. Automotive Emissions
TRNone Little Moderate Large
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 13 7% 38 19% 69 35% 57 29% 21 11% 198
Gender
Male 6 5% 21 18% 44 37% 34 29% 14 12% 119
Female 7 9% 17 22% 25 32% 23 29% 7 9% 79
Housing Type
Public 6 6% 23 23% 36 36% 27 27% 9 9% 101
Private 7 7% 15 16% 32 33% 30 31% 12 13% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 3 25% 2 17% 6 50% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 7 21% 14 42% 8 24% 4 12% 33
4 - 8 years 6 12% 6 12% 15 31% 18 37% 4 8% 49
More than 8 years 7 7% 22 21% 37 36% 25 24% 12 12% 103
Age
18-24 1 3% 8 23% 13 37% 12 34% 1 3% 35
25-34 2 6% 5 16% 11 35% 10 32% 3 10% 31
35-49 2 3% 12 18% 25 37% 21 31% 7 10% 67
50-64 5 10% 11 23% 13 27% 10 21% 9 19% 48
65 and Over 3 18% 2 12% 7 41% 4 24% 1 6% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 6 15% 5 13% 15 38% 11 28% 2 5% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 2 15% 6 46% 5 38% 0 0% 13
4,000-9,999 0 0% 4 27% 5 33% 3 20% 3 20% 15
10,000-19,999 4 8% 13 25% 17 32% 14 26% 5 9% 53
20,000-29,999 2 7% 5 18% 13 46% 5 18% 3 11% 28
More than 30,000 1 2% 8 17% 13 28% 18 38% 7 15% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 2
Secondary 4 6% 12 17% 29 42% 15 22% 9 13% 69
Tertiary 7 7% 20 20% 29 29% 36 36% 9 9% 101
Post-Graduate 2 8% 4 16% 11 44% 5 20% 3 12% 25
Work at Airport
No 13 8% 27 18% 56 36% 39 25% 19 12% 154
Yes 0 0% 11 26% 13 30% 17 40% 2 5% 43
Question 4.  Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: Noise pollution is a 
problem in Tung Chung?
Strongly 
Agree TR
Strongly 
Disagree
Somewhat 
Disagree Neutral
Somewhat 
Agree
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 20 10% 79 41% 70 36% 24 12% 193
Gender
Male 12 10% 51 44% 42 36% 11 9% 116
Female 8 10% 28 36% 28 36% 13 17% 77
Housing Type   p=.0045
Public 13 13% 32 32% 40 40% 15 15% 100
Private 6 7% 47 51% 30 33% 9 10% 92
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 1 8% 7 58% 4 33% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 2 6% 20 63% 6 19% 4 13% 32
4 - 8 years 5 11% 20 43% 17 36% 5 11% 47
More than 8 years 11 11% 32 32% 42 42% 15 15% 100
Age
18-24 4 11% 16 12% 8 22% 4 11% 36
25-34 1 3% 16 10% 10 34% 2 7% 29
35-49 9 14% 28 24% 24 36% 5 8% 66
50-64 2 4% 15 19% 19 42% 9 20% 45
65 and Over 4 24% 4 5% 5 29% 4 24% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 6 16% 9 24% 17 45% 6 16% 38
Less than 3,999 2 15% 5 38% 4 31% 2 15% 13
4,000-9,999 1 6% 6 38% 6 38% 3 19% 16
10,000-19,999 4 8% 24 48% 17 34% 5 10% 50
20,000-29,999 2 7% 12 44% 12 44% 1 4% 27
More than 30,000 5 11% 21 46% 14 30% 6 13% 46
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3
Secondary 7 10% 19 28% 32 48% 9 13% 67
Tertiary 10 10% 47 48% 30 31% 11 11% 98
Post-Graduate 3 13% 11 46% 7 29% 3 13% 24
Work at Airport
No 16 11% 59 40% 56 38% 18 12% 149
Yes 3 7% 20 47% 14 33% 6 14% 43
ModerateLittleNone Large
Question 5.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
noise pollution in Tung Chung?  A. City Activity (People, Shops, etc)
TR
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 11 6% 54 27% 81 41% 51 26% 197
Gender
Male 5 4% 31 26% 55 47% 26 22% 117
Female 6 8% 23 29% 26 33% 25 31% 80
Housing Type        
Public 8 8% 26 25% 40 39% 28 27% 102
Private 2 2% 28 30% 41 44% 23 24% 94
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 4 33% 5 42% 3 25% 12
1 - 3 years 3 9% 10 30% 14 42% 6 18% 33
4 - 8 years 1 2% 12 24% 26 53% 10 20% 49
More than 8 years 6 6% 27 27% 36 36% 32 32% 101
Age
18-24 2 6% 10 28% 17 47% 7 19% 36
25-34 0 0% 8 26% 16 52% 7 23% 31
35-49 4 6% 20 30% 22 33% 21 31% 67
50-64 2 4% 11 24% 18 39% 15 33% 46
65 and Over 3 18% 5 29% 8 47% 1 6% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 3 8% 8 21% 18 47% 9 24% 38
Less than 3,999 1 7% 6 43% 2 14% 5 36% 14
4,000-9,999 2 13% 5 31% 5 31% 4 25% 16
10,000-19,999 3 6% 11 21% 26 49% 13 25% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 9 32% 12 43% 7 25% 28
More than 30,000 1 2% 14 31% 18 40% 12 27% 45
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 3
Secondary 5 7% 11 16% 28 42% 23 34% 67
Tertiary 5 5% 34 34% 41 41% 21 21% 101
Post-Graduate 1 4% 7 28% 12 48% 5 20% 25
Work at Airport
No 9 6% 40 26% 64 42% 40 26% 153
Yes 2 5% 14 33% 17 40% 10 23% 43
Little ModerateNone
Question 5.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
noise pollution in Tung Chung?  B. Construction Projects
Large TR
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 14 7% 55 28% 98 50% 30 15% 197
Gender
Male 6 5% 34 29% 59 50% 20 17% 119
Female 8 10% 21 27% 39 50% 10 13% 78
Housing Type        p=.0085
Public 9 9% 30 30% 55 54% 7 7% 101
Private 5 5% 25 26% 42 44% 23 24% 95
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 5 42% 6 50% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 4 13% 5 16% 18 56% 5 16% 32
4 - 8 years 1 2% 18 38% 22 46% 7 15% 48
More than 8 years 9 9% 27 26% 50 49% 17 17% 103
Age
18-24 3 8% 11 31% 21 58% 1 3% 36
25-34 1 3% 9 29% 17 55% 4 13% 31
35-49 6 9% 16 24% 31 47% 13 20% 66
50-64 1 2% 14 30% 24 51% 8 17% 47
65 and Over 3 18% 5 29% 5 29% 4 24% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 3 8% 12 31% 21 54% 3 8% 39
Less than 3,999 2 14% 4 29% 7 50% 1 7% 14
4,000-9,999 1 7% 4 27% 8 53% 2 13% 15
10,000-19,999 3 6% 14 27% 27 52% 8 15% 52
20,000-29,999 2 7% 7 25% 15 54% 4 14% 28
More than 30,000 2 4% 13 28% 20 43% 11 24% 46
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 3
Secondary 4 6% 15 22% 39 57% 10 15% 68
Tertiary 10 10% 29 29% 46 46% 15 15% 100
Post-Graduate 0 0% 8 32% 12 48% 5 20% 25
Work at Airport
No 11 7% 42 27% 78 51% 22 14% 153
Yes 3 7% 12 28% 20 47% 8 19% 43
None Little
Question 5.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
noise pollution in Tung Chung?  C. The Airport
TRModerate Large
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 8 4% 60 31% 85 44% 41 21% 194
Gender
Male 3 3% 38 32% 54 46% 23 19% 118
Female 5 7% 22 29% 31 41% 18 24% 76
Housing Type  p=.001
Public 7 7% 21 21% 45 45% 28 28% 101
Private 1 1% 39 42% 40 43% 12 13% 92
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 1 8% 7 58% 2 17% 2 17% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 11 34% 15 47% 5 16% 32
4 - 8 years 1 2% 17 36% 21 45% 8 17% 47
More than 8 years 5 5% 25 25% 47 46% 25 25% 102
Age
18-24 3 9% 12 34% 14 40% 6 17% 35
25-34 0 0% 12 41% 12 41% 5 17% 29
35-49 2 3% 18 27% 33 50% 13 20% 66
50-64 2 4% 11 23% 21 44% 13 27% 48
65 and Over 1 6% 7 41% 5 29% 4 24% 17
Income (Monthly)   p-.016
No Income 2 5% 13 34% 16 42% 7 18% 38
Less than 3,999 0 0% 5 38% 6 46% 2 15% 13
4,000-9,999 3 19% 2 13% 4 25% 7 44% 16
10,000-19,999 3 6% 12 24% 20 39% 16 31% 51
20,000-29,999 0 0% 7 25% 19 68% 2 7% 28
More than 30,000 0 0% 19 42% 19 42% 7 16% 45
Education   p-.028
Primary or Below 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 3
Secondary 3 4% 14 21% 31 46% 19 28% 67
Tertiary 3 3% 33 33% 46 46% 17 17% 99
Post-Graduate 1 4% 12 50% 8 33% 3 13% 24
Work at Airport
No 6 4% 48 32% 66 44% 31 21% 151
Yes 2 5% 11 26% 19 45% 10 24% 42
LargeModerateNone Little TR
Question 5.  How much do you think each of the following contributes to 
noise pollution in Tung Chung?  D. Automotive Traffic
 
 
 70 
 
# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 32 16% 40 21% 74 38% 40 21% 9 5% 195
Gender
Male 18 16% 28 24% 42 36% 23 20% 5 4% 116
Female 14 18% 12 15% 32 41% 17 22% 4 5% 79
Housing Type
Public 12 12% 19 19% 44 44% 22 22% 4 4% 101
Private 19 20% 21 23% 30 32% 18 22% 5 5% 93
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 1 9% 2 18% 7 64% 1 9% 0 0% 11
1 - 3 years 4 12% 7 21% 17 52% 4 12% 1 3% 33
4 - 8 years 9 19% 13 27% 13 27% 11 23% 2 4% 48
More than 8 years 17 17% 18 18% 37 37% 23 23% 6 6% 101
Age
18-24 3 8% 10 28% 16 44% 7 19% 0 0% 36
25-34 6 20% 6 20% 10 33% 8 27% 0 0% 30
35-49 12 18% 11 16% 27 40% 14 21% 3 4% 67
50-64 6 13% 11 24% 14 30% 10 22% 5 11% 46
65 and Over 5 31% 2 13% 7 44% 1 6% 1 6% 16
Income (Monthly)
No Income 5 13% 7 18% 20 53% 5 13% 1 3% 38
Less than 3,999 3 21% 3 21% 6 43% 2 14% 0 0% 14
4,000-9,999 3 20% 1 7% 4 27% 5 33% 2 13% 15
10,000-19,999 6 12% 16 31% 18 35% 12 23% 0 0% 52
20,000-29,999 3 11% 5 19% 13 48% 5 19% 1 4% 27
More than 30,000 11 24% 8 17% 12 26% 11 24% 4 9% 46
Education
Primary or Below 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2
Secondary 10 14% 13 19% 28 41% 14 20% 4 6% 69
Tertiary 13 13% 21 21% 38 39% 24 24% 2 2% 98
Post-Graduate 7 28% 6 24% 7 28% 2 8% 3 12% 25
Work at Airport     p-.025
No 24 16% 26 17% 65 43% 27 18% 9 6% 151
Yes 7 16% 14 33% 9 21% 13 30% 0 0% 43
Neutral Somewhat Agree
Strongly 
Agree
Question 6.  Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements: The Airport causes you 
health problems.
Strongly 
Disagree TR
Somewhat 
Disagree
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 82 42% 60 31% 41 21% 10 5% 193
Gender
Male 51 44% 36 31% 23 20% 6 5% 116
Female 31 40% 24 31% 18 23% 4 5% 77
Housing Type
Public 40 39% 31 30% 25 25% 6 6% 102
Private 41 46% 29 32% 16 18% 4 4% 90
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 6 50% 5 42% 1 8% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 13 39% 14 42% 5 15% 1 3% 33
4 - 8 years 20 43% 11 24% 12 26% 3 7% 46
More than 8 years 42 42% 30 30% 22 22% 6 6% 100
Age
18-24 13 36% 13 36% 10 28% 0 0% 36
25-34 13 43% 10 33% 5 17% 2 7% 30
35-49 32 50% 15 23% 13 20% 4 6% 64
50-64 17 36% 16 34% 12 26% 2 4% 47
65 and Over 7 44% 6 38% 1 6% 2 13% 16
Income (Monthly)
No Income 13 33% 12 31% 10 26% 4 10% 39
Less than 3,999 6 46% 4 31% 3 23% 0 0% 13
4,000-9,999 6 40% 5 33% 3 20% 1 7% 15
10,000-19,999 23 44% 19 37% 9 17% 1 2% 52
20,000-29,999 7 25% 10 36% 8 29% 3 11% 28
More than 30,000 26 60% 9 21% 7 16% 1 2% 43
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 23 34% 22 32% 18 26% 5 7% 68
Tertiary 42 43% 32 33% 20 20% 4 4% 98
Post-Graduate 15 65% 4 17% 3 13% 1 4% 23
Work at Airport
No 60 40% 49 33% 34 23% 7 5% 150
Yes 21 50% 11 26% 7 17% 3 7% 42
Large
Question 7.  How much do you think the airport contributes to any of the following 
health issues you may experience?  A. Stress
Little ModerateNone TR
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 88 46% 59 31% 39 20% 6 3% 192
Gender
Male 53 46% 39 34% 22 19% 2 2% 116
Female 35 46% 20 26% 17 22% 4 5% 76
Housing Type
Public 45 44% 32 31% 22 22% 3 3% 102
Private 42 47% 27 30% 17 19% 3 3% 89
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 6 50% 4 33% 2 17% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 15 45% 13 39% 5 15% 0 0% 33
4 - 8 years 19 42% 13 29% 10 22% 3 7% 45
More than 8 years 47 47% 28 28% 22 22% 3 3% 100
Age
18-24 17 47% 13 36% 6 17% 0 0% 36
25-34 14 48% 8 28% 6 21% 1 3% 29
35-49 33 52% 14 22% 14 22% 3 5% 64
50-64 16 34% 20 43% 11 23% 0 0% 47
65 and Over 8 50% 4 25% 2 13% 2 13% 16
Income (Monthly)
No Income 18 46% 10 26% 8 21% 3 8% 39
Less than 3,999 8 62% 2 15% 3 23% 0 0% 13
4,000-9,999 6 40% 6 40% 3 20% 0 0% 15
10,000-19,999 24 46% 19 37% 8 15% 1 2% 52
20,000-29,999 8 29% 9 32% 9 32% 2 7% 28
More than 30,000 23 55% 12 29% 7 17% 0 0% 42
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 28 41% 22 32% 16 24% 2 3% 68
Tertiary 44 45% 30 31% 21 21% 3 3% 98
Post-Graduate 14 64% 5 23% 2 9% 1 5% 22
Work at Airport
No 66 44% 47 32% 32 21% 4 3% 149
Yes 21 50% 12 29% 7 17% 2 5% 42
None Little Moderate
Question 7.  How much do you think the airport contributes to any of the following 
health issues you may experience?  B. Hypertension
TRLarge
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 74 38% 57 29% 42 22% 31 16% 194
Gender
Male 44 38% 37 32% 24 21% 11 9% 116
Female 30 38% 20 26% 18 23% 10 13% 78
Housing Type
Public 35 34% 34 33% 22 22% 11 11% 102
Private 38 42% 23 25% 20 22% 10 11% 91
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 6 50% 2 17% 3 25% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 12 36% 11 33% 7 21% 3 9% 33
4 - 8 years 18 38% 9 19% 15 32% 5 11% 47
More than 8 years 37 37% 34 34% 17 17% 12 12% 100
Age
18-24 12 33% 13 36% 8 22% 3 8% 36
25-34 13 42% 4 13% 11 35% 3 10% 31
35-49 28 44% 18 28% 11 17% 7 11% 64
50-64 14 30% 19 40% 9 19% 5 11% 47
65 and Over 7 44% 3 19% 3 19% 3 19% 16
Income (Monthly)
No Income 16 41% 9 23% 7 18% 7 18% 39
Less than 3,999 5 38% 3 23% 5 38% 0 0% 13
4,000-9,999 5 33% 6 40% 3 20% 1 7% 15
10,000-19,999 17 32% 21 40% 11 21% 4 8% 53
20,000-29,999 7 25% 8 29% 8 29% 5 18% 28
More than 30,000 23 53% 9 21% 8 19% 3 7% 43
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 21 31% 25 37% 13 19% 9 13% 68
Tertiary 37 37% 28 28% 24 24% 10 10% 99
Post-Graduate 14 61% 2 9% 5 22% 2 9% 23
Work at Airport
No 55 36% 46 30% 34 23% 16 11% 151
Yes 18 43% 11 26% 8 19% 5 12% 42
None Little Moderate Large TR
Question 7. How much do you think the airport contributes to any of the following 
health issues you may experience?  C. Sleep Deprivation
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 54 27% 62 31% 51 26% 30 15% 197
Gender
Male 30 26% 41 35% 31 27% 15 13% 116
Female 24 30% 21 26% 20 25% 15 19% 80
Housing Type
Public 25 25% 33 32% 31 30% 13 13% 102
Private 28 30% 29 31% 20 21% 17 18% 94
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 4 33% 3 25% 4 33% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 11 33% 12 36% 8 24% 2 6% 33
4 - 8 years 11 23% 12 25% 12 25% 13 27% 48
More than 8 years 26 25% 35 34% 27 26% 14 14% 102
Age
18-24 13 36% 11 31% 10 28% 2 6% 36
25-34 9 29% 8 26% 8 26% 6 19% 31
35-49 18 28% 19 29% 16 25% 12 18% 65
50-64 8 17% 20 42% 13 27% 7 15% 48
65 and Over 6 35% 4 24% 4 24% 3 18% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 11 29% 11 29% 10 26% 6 16% 38
Less than 3,999 4 31% 4 31% 5 38% 0 0% 13
4,000-9,999 4 25% 5 31% 4 25% 3 19% 16
10,000-19,999 13 25% 19 36% 14 26% 7 13% 53
20,000-29,999 7 25% 8 29% 6 21% 7 25% 28
More than 30,000 13 28% 15 33% 11 24% 7 15% 46
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2
Secondary 17 24% 22 31% 21 30% 10 14% 70
Tertiary 28 28% 33 33% 26 26% 13 13% 100
Post-Graduate 8 33% 6 25% 4 17% 6 25% 24
Work at Airport
No 40 26% 47 31% 43 28% 24 16% 154
Yes 13 31% 15 36% 8 19% 6 14% 42
None TR
Question 7.  How much do you think the airport contributes to any of the following 
health issues you may experience?  D. Respiratory Problems
Little Moderate Large
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# % # % #
Total Responses 170 86% 28 14% 198
Gender
Male 105 89% 13 11% 118
Female 65 81% 15 19% 80
Housing Type
Public 86 85% 15 15% 101
Private 83 86% 13 14% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 7 64% 4 36% 11
1 - 3 years 28 85% 5 15% 33
4 - 8 years 41 84% 8 16% 49
More than 8 years 93 89% 11 11% 104
Age
18-24 26 76% 8 24% 34
25-34 25 81% 6 19% 31
35-49 62 93% 5 7% 67
50-64 43 88% 6 12% 49
65 and Over 14 82% 3 18% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 32 84% 6 16% 38
Less than 3,999 9 69% 4 31% 13
4,000-9,999 13 81% 3 19% 16
10,000-19,999 47 89% 6 11% 53
20,000-29,999 23 82% 5 18% 28
More than 30,000 43 91% 4 9% 47
Education
Primary or Below 3 100% 0 0% 3
Secondary 59 87% 9 13% 68
Tertiary 84 83% 17 17% 101
Post-Graduate 23 92% 2 8% 25
Work at Airport
No 129 84% 25 16% 154
Yes 40 93% 3 7% 43
Yes No
Question 8.  Are you aware of the proposed third runway 
expansion? 
TR
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 11 23% 30 63% 13 27% 6 13% 152 76% 200
Gender
Male 7 23% 17 57% 12 40% 6 20% 89 75% 119
Female 4 22% 13 72% 1 6% 0 0% 63 78% 81
Housing Type
Public 1 6% 16 94% 4 24% 1 6% 86 83% 103
Private 10 32% 14 45% 9 29% 5 16% 65 68% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 11 92% 12
1 - 3 years 2 20% 5 50% 3 30% 2 20% 23 70% 33
4 - 8 years 4 31% 9 69% 4 31% 1 8% 36 73% 49
More than 8 years 5 21% 15 63% 6 25% 3 13% 80 77% 104
Age
18-24 1 11% 8 89% 4 44% 0 0% 27 75% 36
25-34 3 43% 5 71% 2 29% 1 14% 24 77% 31
35-49 4 31% 6 46% 1 8% 1 8% 54 81% 67
50-64 2 15% 8 62% 4 31% 2 15% 36 73% 49
65 and Over 1 17% 3 50% 2 33% 2 33% 11 65% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 3 30% 6 60% 2 20% 1 10% 29 74% 39
Less than 3,999 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 12 86% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 2 100% 1 50% 1 50% 14 88% 16
10,000-19,999 2 18% 9 82% 3 27% 0 0% 42 79% 53
20,000-29,999 2 22% 4 44% 3 33% 1 11% 19 68% 28
More than 30,000 3 23% 7 54% 4 31% 3 23% 34 72% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 3
Secondary 2 12% 14 82% 5 29% 1 6% 53 76% 70
Tertiary 7 27% 14 54% 6 23% 2 8% 75 74% 101
Post-Graduate 2 40% 2 40% 2 40% 3 60% 20 80% 25
Work at Airport
No 6 16% 25 68% 10 27% 6 16% 119 76% 156
Yes 5 45% 5 45% 3 27% 0 0% 32 74% 43
Read Consultation 
Document or 
Website
TR
p=.0036 p=.0093
 p-.013
p=.049
Submitted 
Opinion During 
Public 
Consultation 
Joined Exhibition 
/ Road Shows None
p=.048
Question 9.  Have you participated in any activity of Hong Kong International Airport Master Plan 
2030?
Joined Public 
Forum
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 13 7% 24 12% 70 35% 45 23% 46 23% 198
Gender
Male 8 7% 11 9% 41 35% 28 24% 30 25% 118
Female 5 6% 13 16% 29 36% 17 21% 16 20% 80
Housing Type
Public 5 5% 9 9% 41 40% 25 24% 23 22% 103
Private 8 9% 15 16% 29 31% 20 21% 22 23% 94
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 0 0% 7 58% 4 33% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 4 13% 8 25% 11 34% 8 25% 32
4 - 8 years 2 4% 11 23% 14 29% 7 15% 14 29% 48
More than 8 years 10 10% 9 9% 40 38% 23 22% 22 21% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 7 19% 11 31% 10 28% 8 22% 36
25-34 2 6% 2 6% 12 39% 9 29% 6 19% 31
35-49 5 8% 9 14% 25 38% 14 21% 13 20% 66
50-64 4 8% 5 10% 18 37% 8 16% 14 29% 49
65 and Over 2 13% 1 6% 4 25% 4 25% 5 31% 16
Income (Monthly)
No Income 4 10% 4 10% 8 21% 12 31% 11 28% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 4 29% 7 50% 2 14% 1 7% 14
4,000-9,999 2 13% 0 0% 7 44% 4 25% 3 19% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 5 9% 25 47% 12 23% 10 19% 53
20,000-29,999 2 7% 4 14% 11 39% 4 14% 7 25% 28
More than 30,000 4 9% 7 15% 12 26% 11 24% 12 26% 46
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 4 6% 5 7% 26 37% 18 26% 17 24% 70
Tertiary 4 4% 17 17% 35 35% 21 21% 24 24% 101
Post-Graduate 4 17% 2 8% 7 29% 6 25% 5 21% 24
Work at Airport
No 11 7% 17 11% 53 34% 39 25% 35 22% 156
Yes 2 5% 7 16% 17 40% 6 14% 10 23% 43
Neutral Somewhat Support
Strongly 
Against
Somewhat 
Against
Question 10.  In general, how do you feel about the third runway expansion?
TR
Strongly 
Support
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 31 16% 112 56% 53 27% 2 1% 2 1% 200
Gender
Male 20 17% 63 53% 34 29% 1 1% 1 1% 119
Female 11 14% 49 60% 19 23% 1 1% 1 1% 81
Housing Type
Public 12 12% 60 58% 28 27% 2 2% 1 1% 103
Private 19 20% 52 54% 24 25% 0 0% 1 1% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 8 67% 4 33% 0 0% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 2 6% 23 70% 8 24% 0 0% 0 0% 33
4 - 8 years 10 20% 25 51% 13 27% 0 0% 1 2% 49
More than 8 years 19 18% 56 54% 26 25% 2 2% 1 1% 104
Age
18-24 1 3% 24 67% 11 31% 0 0% 0 0% 36
25-34 3 10% 20 65% 8 26% 0 0% 0 0% 31
35-49 14 21% 35 52% 16 24% 1 1% 0 0% 67
50-64 11 22% 24 49% 12 24% 1 2% 1 2% 49
65 and Over 2 12% 9 53% 6 35% 0 0% 1 6% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 4 10% 26 67% 9 23% 0 0% 0 0% 39
Less than 3,999 1 7% 9 64% 4 29% 0 0% 0 0% 14
4,000-9,999 3 19% 9 56% 3 19% 0 0% 1 6% 16
10,000-19,999 5 9% 31 58% 16 30% 1 2% 0 0% 53
20,000-29,999 5 18% 15 54% 8 29% 0 0% 0 0% 28
More than 30,000 13 28% 20 43% 13 28% 0 0% 1 2% 47
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 8 11% 42 60% 17 24% 2 3% 1 1% 70
Tertiary 15 15% 56 55% 29 29% 0 0% 1 1% 101
Post-Graduate 7 28% 11 44% 7 28% 0 0% 0 0% 25
Work at Airport
No 24 15% 89 57% 42 27% 1 1% 1 1% 156
Yes 7 16% 23 53% 11 26% 1 2% 1 2% 43
TR
Question 12.  How do you think the expansion of the airport would change each of the following 
aspects of life in Tung Chung?  Air pollution
Much BetterMuch Worse Worse No Change Better
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 28 14% 114 57% 51 26% 5 3% 2 1% 200
Gender
Male 15 13% 66 55% 34 29% 3 3% 1 1% 119
Female 13 16% 48 59% 17 21% 2 2% 1 1% 81
Housing Type      p=.011
Public 6 6% 62 60% 32 31% 2 2% 1 1% 103
Private 22 23% 52 54% 19 20% 2 2% 1 1% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 7 58% 5 42% 0 0% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 4 8% 19 39% 9 18% 1 2% 0 0% 49
4 - 8 years 8 17% 31 65% 8 17% 1 2% 1 2% 48
More than 8 years 16 15% 56 54% 29 28% 2 2% 1 1% 104
Age
18-24 1 3% 26 72% 9 25% 0 0% 0 0% 36
25-34 3 10% 17 55% 9 29% 1 3% 1 3% 31
35-49 13 19% 34 51% 19 28% 1 1% 0 0% 67
50-64 9 18% 30 61% 8 16% 1 2% 1 2% 49
65 and Over 2 12% 7 41% 6 35% 2 12% 0 0% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 5 13% 25 64% 8 21% 1 3% 0 0% 39
Less than 3,999 1 7% 10 71% 3 21% 0 0% 0 0% 14
4,000-9,999 2 13% 8 50% 5 31% 0 0% 1 6% 16
10,000-19,999 2 4% 32 60% 18 34% 1 2% 0 0% 53
20,000-29,999 6 21% 13 46% 7 25% 2 7% 0 0% 28
More than 30,000 11 23% 25 53% 10 21% 0 0% 1 2% 47
Education
Primary or Below 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 7 10% 39 56% 21 30% 2 3% 1 1% 70
Tertiary 14 14% 61 60% 23 23% 3 3% 0 0% 101
Post-Graduate 5 20% 12 48% 7 28% 0 0% 1 4% 25
Work at Airport
No 22 14% 89 57% 40 26% 4 3% 1 1% 156
Yes 6 14% 24 56% 11 26% 1 2% 1 2% 43
TR
Much 
Worse
Worse No Change
Question 13.  How do you think the expansion of the airport would change each of the 
following aspects of life in Tung Chung?  Noise Pollution
Better Much 
Better
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 17 9% 87 44% 88 44% 5 3% 3 2% 200
Gender
Male 10 8% 48 40% 58 49% 3 3% 0 0% 119
Female 7 9% 39 48% 30 37% 2 2% 3 4% 81
Housing Type
Public 7 7% 47 46% 43 42% 4 4% 2 2% 103
Private 10 10% 40 42% 44 46% 1 1% 1 1% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 3 25% 6 50% 2 17% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 15 45% 17 52% 0 0% 0 0% 33
4 - 8 years 5 10% 21 43% 23 47% 0 0% 0 0% 49
More than 8 years 11 11% 48 46% 41 39% 2 2% 2 2% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 17 47% 15 42% 4 11% 0 0% 36
25-34 1 3% 11 35% 18 58% 0 0% 1 3% 31
35-49 7 10% 31 46% 29 43% 0 0% 0 0% 67
50-64 7 14% 22 45% 18 37% 0 0% 2 4% 49
65 and Over 2 12% 6 35% 8 47% 1 6% 0 0% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 4 10% 20 51% 12 31% 3 8% 0 0% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 9 64% 4 29% 1 7% 0 0% 14
4,000-9,999 2 13% 5 31% 8 50% 0 0% 1 6% 16
10,000-19,999 0 0% 21 40% 31 58% 1 2% 0 0% 53
20,000-29,999 4 14% 12 43% 12 43% 0 0% 0 0% 28
More than 30,000 7 15% 19 40% 20 43% 0 0% 1 2% 47
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 5 7% 32 46% 28 40% 3 4% 2 3% 70
Tertiary 6 6% 46 46% 47 47% 2 2% 0 0% 101
Post-Graduate 5 20% 9 36% 10 40% 0 0% 1 4% 25
Work at Airport
No 14 9% 67 43% 68 44% 5 3% 2 1% 156
Yes 3 7% 20 47% 19 44% 0 0% 1 2% 43
TR
Question 14.  How do you think the expansion of the airport would change each of the following 
aspects of life in Tung Chung?  Health Problems
No Change Better Much BetterMuch Worse Worse
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 2 1% 9 5% 27 14% 124 62% 38 19% 200
Gender
Male 2 2% 8 7% 19 16% 73 61% 17 14% 119
Female 0 0% 1 1% 8 10% 51 63% 21 26% 81
Housing Type
Public 2 2% 3 3% 13 13% 63 61% 22 21% 103
Private 0 0% 6 6% 13 14% 61 64% 16 17% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 1 8% 2 17% 7 58% 2 17% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 1 3% 4 12% 22 67% 6 18% 33
4 - 8 years 0 0% 2 4% 4 8% 31 63% 12 24% 49
More than 8 years 2 2% 5 5% 16 15% 63 61% 18 17% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 1 3% 3 8% 24 67% 8 22% 36
25-34 0 0% 0 0% 5 16% 20 65% 6 19% 31
35-49 1 1% 3 4% 9 13% 42 63% 12 18% 67
50-64 1 2% 4 8% 6 12% 27 55% 11 22% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 1 6% 4 24% 11 65% 1 6% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 1 3% 2 5% 3 8% 25 64% 8 21% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 0 0% 1 7% 11 79% 2 14% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 0 0% 3 19% 6 38% 7 44% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 3 6% 9 17% 31 58% 9 17% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 3 11% 7 25% 15 54% 3 11% 28
More than 30,000 0 0% 1 2% 4 9% 34 72% 8 17% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 3
Secondary 2 3% 4 6% 10 14% 39 56% 15 21% 70
Tertiary 0 0% 4 4% 13 13% 65 64% 19 19% 101
Post-Graduate 0 0% 1 4% 4 16% 17 68% 3 12% 25
Work at Airport
No 2 1% 8 5% 20 13% 99 63% 27 17% 156
Yes 0 0% 1 2% 7 16% 25 58% 10 23% 43
Much Worse Worse No Change TR
Question 15.  How do you think the expansion of the airport would change each of the following 
aspects of life in Tung Chung?  Job Availability 
Much BetterBetter
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 4 2% 19 10% 52 26% 87 44% 36 18% 198
Gender
Male 3 3% 14 12% 34 29% 52 44% 16 13% 119
Female 1 1% 5 6% 18 23% 35 44% 20 25% 79
Housing Type
Public 3 3% 7 7% 29 28% 43 42% 20 20% 102
Private 1 1% 12 13% 22 23% 44 46% 16 17% 95
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 2 17% 2 17% 3 25% 5 42% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 4 12% 7 21% 5 15% 17 52% 33
4 - 8 years 1 2% 2 4% 14 29% 10 21% 21 44% 48
More than 8 years 3 3% 11 11% 28 27% 17 17% 44 43% 103
Age
18-24 0 0% 1 3% 11 31% 16 44% 8 22% 36
25-34 0 0% 2 6% 6 19% 19 61% 4 13% 31
35-49 3 5% 6 9% 18 28% 25 38% 13 20% 65
50-64 1 2% 6 12% 14 29% 20 41% 8 16% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 4 24% 3 18% 7 41% 3 18% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 2 5% 3 8% 9 24% 17 45% 7 18% 38
Less than 3,999 0 0% 0 0% 4 29% 5 36% 5 36% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 1 6% 4 25% 4 25% 7 44% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 7 13% 14 26% 26 49% 5 9% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 4 14% 8 29% 14 50% 2 7% 28
More than 30,000 1 2% 4 9% 13 28% 20 43% 9 19% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 3
Secondary 3 4% 7 10% 19 28% 24 35% 16 23% 69
Tertiary 0 0% 8 8% 27 27% 49 49% 17 17% 101
Post-Graduate 1 4% 4 16% 5 20% 13 52% 2 8% 25
Work at Airport
No 4 3% 14 9% 38 25% 71 46% 28 18% 155
Yes 0 0% 5 12% 14 33% 16 38% 7 17% 42
TR
Question 16.  How do you think the expansion of the airport would change each of the following 
aspects of life in Tung Chung?  Accessibility to Transportation 
Much Worse Worse No Change Better Much Better
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 0 0% 13 7% 40 20% 116 58% 31 16% 200
Gender  p=.031
Male 0 0% 7 6% 32 27% 64 54% 16 13% 119
Female 0 0% 6 7% 8 10% 52 64% 15 19% 81
Housing Type
Public 0 0% 6 6% 19 18% 62 60% 16 16% 103
Private 0 0% 7 7% 21 22% 54 56% 14 15% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 0 0% 5 42% 5 42% 2 17% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 1 3% 8 24% 21 64% 3 9% 33
4 - 8 years 0 0% 3 6% 8 16% 34 69% 4 8% 49
More than 8 years 0 0% 9 9% 19 18% 56 54% 20 19% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 2 6% 6 17% 23 64% 5 14% 36
25-34 0 0% 0 0% 9 29% 17 55% 5 16% 31
35-49 0 0% 4 6% 13 19% 44 66% 6 9% 67
50-64 0 0% 5 10% 8 16% 23 47% 13 27% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 2 12% 4 24% 9 53% 2 12% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 0 0% 4 10% 7 18% 21 54% 7 18% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 1 7% 1 7% 10 71% 2 14% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 0 0% 3 19% 8 50% 5 31% 16
10,000-19,999 0 0% 3 6% 8 15% 36 68% 6 11% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 4 14% 8 29% 14 50% 2 7% 28
More than 30,000 0 0% 1 2% 13 28% 24 51% 9 19% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 3
Secondary 0 0% 6 9% 15 21% 37 53% 12 17% 70
Tertiary 0 0% 6 6% 20 20% 64 63% 11 11% 101
Post-Graduate 0 0% 1 4% 5 20% 13 52% 6 24% 25
Work at Airport
No 0 0% 12 8% 29 19% 91 58% 24 15% 156
Yes 0 0% 1 2% 11 26% 25 58% 6 14% 43
Big Decrease TRBig Increase
Question 17.  How do you think cost of housing would change in Tung Chung with an expansion of 
the airport?
IncreaseDecrease Stays the Same
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 1 1% 11 6% 54 27% 103 52% 31 16% 200
Gender
Male 1 1% 14 12% 46 39% 52 44% 5 4% 119
Female 0 0% 7 9% 27 33% 40 49% 6 7% 81
Housing Type
Public 1 1% 8 8% 24 23% 50 49% 20 19% 103
Private 0 0% 3 3% 30 31% 52 54% 11 11% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 1 8% 5 42% 5 42% 1 8% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 1 3% 13 39% 16 48% 3 9% 33
4 - 8 years 0 0% 2 4% 14 29% 28 57% 5 10% 49
More than 8 years 1 1% 7 7% 22 21% 53 51% 21 20% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 6 17% 7 19% 18 50% 5 14% 36
25-34 0 0% 0 0% 14 45% 14 45% 3 10% 31
35-49 1 1% 0 0% 22 33% 35 52% 9 13% 67
50-64 0 0% 4 8% 7 14% 27 55% 11 22% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 1 6% 4 24% 9 53% 3 18% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 1 3% 3 8% 6 15% 21 54% 8 21% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 1 7% 3 21% 9 64% 1 7% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 1 6% 2 13% 6 38% 7 44% 16
10,000-19,999 0 0% 3 6% 10 19% 32 60% 8 15% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 2 7% 12 43% 12 43% 2 7% 28
More than 30,000 0 0% 1 2% 20 43% 21 45% 5 11% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 3
Secondary 1 1% 6 9% 10 14% 35 50% 18 26% 70
Tertiary 0 0% 4 4% 35 35% 54 53% 8 8% 101
Post-Graduate 0 0% 1 4% 8 32% 12 48% 4 16% 25
Work at Airport
No 1 1% 10 6% 44 28% 77 49% 24 15% 156
Yes 0 0% 1 2% 10 23% 25 58% 7 16% 43
TRBig Decrease
Question 18.  How do you think the prices of services (food, utilities, shopping, etc.) would change in 
Tung Chung with an expansion of the airport?
Decrease Stays the Same Increase Big Increase
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 2 1% 21 11% 73 37% 92 46% 11 6% 199
Gender
Male 2 2% 14 12% 46 39% 52 44% 5 4% 119
Female 0 0% 7 9% 27 34% 40 50% 6 8% 80
Housing Type
Public 1 1% 13 13% 44 43% 40 39% 4 4% 102
Private 1 1% 8 8% 29 30% 51 53% 7 7% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 0 0% 3 25% 6 50% 3 25% 12
1 - 3 years 0 0% 4 12% 13 39% 16 48% 0 0% 33
4 - 8 years 0 0% 2 4% 16 33% 27 55% 4 8% 49
More than 8 years 2 2% 15 14% 41 39% 42 40% 4 4% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 2 6% 18 51% 13 37% 2 6% 35
25-34 0 0% 1 3% 13 42% 13 42% 4 13% 31
35-49 0 0% 7 10% 20 30% 37 55% 3 4% 67
50-64 2 4% 8 16% 16 33% 21 43% 2 4% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 3 18% 6 35% 8 47% 0 0% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 0 0% 6 15% 14 36% 17 44% 2 5% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 0 0% 5 38% 8 62% 0 0% 13
4,000-9,999 0 0% 2 13% 5 31% 9 56% 0 0% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 7 13% 21 40% 20 38% 4 8% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 4 14% 13 46% 11 39% 0 0% 28
More than 30,000 1 2% 2 4% 15 32% 25 53% 4 9% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 3
Secondary 1 1% 9 13% 26 38% 29 42% 4 6% 69
Tertiary 0 0% 10 10% 41 41% 46 46% 4 4% 101
Post-Graduate 1 4% 1 4% 5 20% 15 60% 3 12% 25
Work at Airport
No 2 1% 15 10% 56 36% 72 46% 10 6% 155
Yes 0 0% 6 14% 17 40% 20 47% 0 0% 43
TR
Question 19.  How do you think the availability of services (food, shopping, etc.) you use would 
change in Tung Chung with an expansion of the airport?
Neutral Much BetterBetterMuch Worse Worse
 
 86 
# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 5 3% 22 11% 122 61% 51 26% 200
Gender
Male 2 2% 14 12% 72 61% 31 26% 119
Female 3 4% 8 10% 50 62% 20 25% 81
Housing Type
Public 1 1% 12 12% 60 58% 30 29% 103
Private 4 4% 10 10% 62 65% 20 21% 96
Length of Residence  p=.0035
Less than 1 year 1 8% 6 50% 5 42% 0 0% 12
1 - 3 years 2 6% 4 12% 21 64% 6 18% 33
4 - 8 years 1 2% 3 6% 32 65% 13 27% 49
More than 8 years 1 1% 9 9% 64 62% 30 29% 104
Age
18-24 0 0% 8 22% 20 56% 8 22% 36
25-34 1 3% 6 19% 19 61% 5 16% 31
35-49 4 6% 4 6% 44 66% 15 22% 67
50-64 0 0% 2 4% 29 59% 18 37% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 2 12% 10 59% 5 29% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 1 3% 5 13% 23 59% 10 26% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 1 7% 9 64% 4 29% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 1 6% 10 63% 5 31% 16
10,000-19,999 0 0% 7 13% 36 68% 10 19% 53
20,000-29,999 1 4% 4 14% 16 57% 7 25% 28
More than 30,000 3 6% 4 9% 26 55% 14 30% 47
Education   p=.0011
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 3
Secondary 1 1% 4 6% 42 60% 23 33% 70
Tertiary 3 3% 14 14% 66 65% 18 18% 101
Post-Graduate 1 4% 4 16% 12 48% 8 32% 25
Work at Airport
No 3 2% 17 11% 96 62% 40 26% 156
Yes 1 2% 5 12% 26 60% 11 26% 43
S o m e wha t  
C o nc e rne d TR
S o m e wha t  
Unc o nc e rne d
Question 20.  What is your level of concern regarding the potential 
environmental effects of the land reclamation needed for construction of a 
Ve ry 
C o nc e rne d
Ve ry 
Unc o nc e rne d
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 8 4% 33 17% 56 28% 103 52% 200
Gender
Male 4 3% 17 14% 34 29% 64 54% 119
Female 4 5% 16 20% 22 27% 39 48% 81
Housing Type
Public 4 4% 17 17% 25 24% 57 55% 103
Private 4 4% 15 16% 31 32% 46 48% 96
Length of Residence  p=.0093
Less than 1 year 1 8% 4 33% 4 33% 3 25% 12
1 - 3 years 4 12% 5 15% 15 45% 9 27% 33
4 - 8 years 1 2% 7 14% 11 22% 30 61% 49
More than 8 years 2 2% 15 14% 26 25% 61 59% 104
Age
18-24 3 8% 7 19% 15 42% 11 31% 36
25-34 3 10% 7 23% 15 48% 6 19% 31
35-49 7 10% 18 27% 22 33% 20 30% 67
50-64 0 0% 10 20% 25 51% 14 29% 49
65 and Over 3 18% 5 29% 5 29% 4 24% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 2 5% 9 23% 5 13% 23 59% 39
Less than 3,999 1 7% 3 21% 5 36% 5 36% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 4 25% 4 25% 8 50% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 6 11% 20 38% 26 49% 53
20,000-29,999 1 4% 3 11% 8 29% 16 57% 28
More than 30,000 3 6% 8 17% 12 26% 24 51% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 3
Secondary 2 3% 12 17% 17 24% 39 56% 70
Tertiary 6 6% 17 17% 33 33% 45 45% 101
Post-Graduate 0 0% 4 16% 6 24% 15 60% 25
Work at Airport
No 6 4% 26 17% 47 30% 77 49% 156
Yes 2 5% 6 14% 9 21% 26 60% 43
None Little Moderate Large TR
Question 21.  Rate your level of concern about the possible effects of land 
reclamation for the third runway.  A.  Chinese White Dolphins
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 16 8% 47 24% 82 41% 55 28% 200
Gender
Male 12 10% 27 23% 46 39% 34 29% 119
Female 4 5% 20 25% 36 44% 21 26% 81
Housing Type
Public 7 7% 20 19% 47 46% 29 28% 103
Private 9 9% 27 28% 34 35% 26 27% 96
Length of Residence      p=.0045
Less than 1 year 3 25% 3 25% 3 25% 3 25% 12
1 - 3 years 8 24% 9 27% 11 33% 5 15% 33
4 - 8 years 2 4% 12 24% 19 39% 16 33% 49
More than 8 years 3 3% 23 22% 47 45% 31 30% 104
Age
18-24 2 6% 4 11% 9 25% 21 58% 36
25-34 1 3% 4 13% 8 26% 18 58% 31
35-49 1 1% 11 16% 17 25% 38 57% 67
50-64 0 0% 7 14% 15 31% 27 55% 49
65 and Over 2 12% 7 41% 0 0% 8 47% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 2 5% 11 28% 13 33% 13 33% 39
Less than 3,999 2 14% 1 7% 8 57% 3 21% 14
4,000-9,999 2 13% 3 19% 7 44% 4 25% 16
10,000-19,999 2 4% 12 23% 25 47% 14 26% 53
20,000-29,999 2 7% 8 29% 10 36% 8 29% 28
More than 30,000 6 13% 11 23% 17 36% 13 28% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 3
Secondary 3 4% 13 19% 26 37% 28 40% 70
Tertiary 12 12% 28 28% 44 44% 17 17% 101
Post-Graduate 1 4% 6 24% 10 40% 8 32% 25
Work at Airport
No 11 7% 37 24% 61 39% 47 30% 156
Yes 5 12% 9 21% 21 49% 8 19% 43
Little
Question 21.  Rate your level of concern about the possible effects of land 
reclamation for the third runway.  B. Scenic Views
TRModerate LargeNone
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 6 3% 33 17% 49 25% 112 56% 200
Gender
Male 4 3% 20 17% 29 24% 66 55% 119
Female 2 2% 13 16% 20 25% 46 57% 81
Housing Type
Public 4 4% 14 14% 24 23% 61 59% 103
Private 2 2% 18 19% 25 26% 51 53% 96
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 2 17% 1 8% 4 33% 5 42% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 7 21% 8 24% 17 52% 33
4 - 8 years 1 2% 8 16% 14 29% 26 53% 49
More than 8 years 2 2% 15 14% 23 22% 64 62% 104
Age
18-24 2 6% 4 11% 9 25% 21 58% 36
25-34 1 3% 4 13% 8 26% 18 58% 31
35-49 1 1% 11 16% 17 25% 38 57% 67
50-64 0 0% 7 14% 15 31% 27 55% 49
65 and Over 2 12% 7 41% 0 0% 8 47% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 3 8% 6 15% 4 10% 26 67% 39
Less than 3,999 1 7% 2 14% 2 14% 9 64% 14
4,000-9,999 1 6% 4 25% 2 13% 9 56% 16
10,000-19,999 0 0% 7 13% 16 30% 30 57% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 6 21% 8 29% 14 50% 28
More than 30,000 1 2% 8 17% 14 30% 24 51% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 3
Secondary 3 4% 10 14% 14 20% 43 61% 70
Tertiary 3 3% 19 19% 26 26% 53 52% 101
Post-Graduate 0 0% 4 16% 8 32% 13 52% 25
Work at Airport
No 6 4% 25 16% 37 24% 88 56% 156
Yes 0 0% 7 16% 12 28% 24 56% 43
TR
Question 21.  Rate your level of concern about the possible effects of land 
reclamation for the third runway.  C. Marine Ecology
LargeNone Little Moderate
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# % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 9 5% 44 22% 70 35% 76 38% 199
Gender
Male 6 5% 25 21% 43 36% 45 38% 119
Female 3 4% 19 24% 27 34% 31 39% 80
Housing Type
Public 4 4% 21 20% 38 37% 40 39% 103
Private 5 5% 22 23% 32 34% 36 38% 95
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 2 17% 1 8% 6 50% 3 25% 12
1 - 3 years 1 3% 12 36% 11 33% 9 27% 33
4 - 8 years 4 8% 10 21% 18 38% 16 33% 48
More than 8 years 2 2% 20 19% 34 33% 48 46% 104
Age
18-24 3 8% 9 25% 13 36% 11 31% 36
25-34 4 13% 5 16% 12 39% 10 32% 31
35-49 2 3% 15 22% 23 34% 26 39% 67
50-64 0 0% 8 16% 19 39% 22 45% 49
65 and Over 0 0% 7 41% 3 18% 7 41% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 4 10% 7 18% 10 26% 18 46% 39
Less than 3,999 0 0% 5 36% 3 21% 6 43% 14
4,000-9,999 0 0% 7 44% 4 25% 5 31% 16
10,000-19,999 1 2% 8 15% 26 49% 18 34% 53
20,000-29,999 0 0% 7 25% 8 29% 13 46% 28
More than 30,000 4 9% 9 19% 18 38% 16 34% 47
Education
Primary or Below 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 3
Secondary 3 4% 9 13% 26 37% 32 46% 70
Tertiary 4 4% 28 28% 34 34% 35 35% 101
Post-Graduate 2 8% 6 24% 10 40% 7 28% 25
Work at Airport
No 8 5% 36 23% 57 37% 55 35% 156
Yes 1 2% 7 17% 13 31% 21 50% 42
None Little TRModerate
Question 21.  Rate your level of concern about the possible effects of land reclamation 
for the third runway.  D. Fisheries
Large
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# % # % # % # % # % #
Total Responses 11 6% 41 21% 109 56% 28 14% 6 3% 195
Gender
Male 7 6% 30 26% 61 53% 16 14% 2 2% 116
Female 4 5% 11 14% 48 61% 12 15% 4 5% 79
Housing Type
Public 4 4% 24 24% 55 55% 15 15% 2 2% 100
Private 7 7% 17 18% 53 56% 13 14% 4 4% 94
Length of Residence
Less than 1 year 0 0% 2 18% 5 45% 3 27% 1 9% 11
1 - 3 years 0 0% 7 21% 22 67% 4 12% 0 0% 33
4 - 8 years 2 4% 16 33% 24 50% 5 10% 1 2% 48
More than 8 years 9 8% 16 15% 57 53% 15 14% 4 4% 108
Age
18-24 0 0% 13 36% 15 42% 8 22% 0 0% 36
25-34 1 3% 6 20% 19 63% 2 7% 2 7% 30
35-49 4 6% 12 18% 37 56% 10 15% 3 5% 66
50-64 4 9% 8 17% 28 61% 5 11% 1 2% 46
65 and Over 2 12% 2 12% 10 59% 3 18% 0 0% 17
Income (Monthly)
No Income 4 11% 7 18% 21 55% 5 13% 1 3% 38
Less than 3,999 0 0% 2 14% 9 64% 3 21% 0 0% 14
4,000-9,999 1 6% 5 31% 7 44% 2 13% 1 6% 16
10,000-19,999 2 4% 12 24% 29 57% 7 14% 1 2% 51
20,000-29,999 1 4% 6 22% 18 67% 2 7% 0 0% 27
More than 30,000 3 6% 9 19% 24 51% 8 17% 3 6% 47
Education
Primary or Below 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3
Secondary 3 4% 14 21% 39 57% 9 13% 3 4% 68
Tertiary 3 3% 21 21% 59 60% 15 15% 1 1% 99
Post-Graduate 4 16% 6 24% 9 36% 4 16% 2 8% 25
Work at Airport
No 9 6% 29 19% 89 58% 21 14% 5 3% 153
Yes 2 5% 12 29% 20 49% 6 15% 1 2% 41
Neutral
TR
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied
Very 
Dissatisfied Very Satisfied
Somewhat 
Satisfied
Question 22.  Are you satisfied with the assessments that the government has conducted to weigh the 
costs and benefits of the third runway?
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Appendix E: Teamwork Assessment 
 
During our time in Hong Kong collaborating on our IQP, we have significantly grown as 
a team to produce work that has exceeded our expectations. We have become 
progressively more organized, and have learned to use our time efficiently. During the 
first few weeks, we created meeting minutes to recap key objectives that were 
accomplished as well as established goals for the next work session. The meeting minutes 
helped refresh our memories on decisions that had been made, mainly keeping our work 
focused on specific objectives.  
After our time became limited due to all of our data gathering and analysis, the use of 
meeting minutes became an ineffective strategy for our group, we switched from writing 
meeting minutes to having morning group discussions to establish our goals for the day. 
These goals were written in a Google document so that they could be easily accessed and 
edited by every member of the group. In comparison with our meeting minutes, we 
believe that this tool was extremely helpful because it allowed all team members to 
provide feedback and keep others up to date as their work developed. 
In addition, the communication within the group has significantly improved. The past two 
team assessments allowed us to constructively criticize each member, reflect, and create 
key action items for improvement. The beginning of our time working together was often 
difficult due to misunderstandings within the group. However, we worked to reduce these 
frustrations by having group bonding activities. With these activities we were able to 
build our communication on trust; the trust we initially lacked at the beginning of our 
project. After several group bonding activities, we were able to spend some time together 
not working on our project and ultimately became closer as a group with more respect for 
one another. As our trust grew, individual assignments became more effective, and we 
improved the camaraderie of the team. 
One of our team weaknesses that could be improved on for a future teamwork experience 
was in the development of effective presentations. We looked to improve presenting, as 
this was an important component in understanding our project as well as communicating 
it to others. For preparation, we held mock presentations and practiced during travel time. 
During these sessions we assessed each other’s parts and determined areas for 
improvement. Despite the gains made in our presentation skills during the past two 
months, there is still room for improvement for future teamwork scenarios. 
